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War on Iraq: A Background 


Afier Congress authorised 
‘he White House to launch a 
military strike to overthrow 
Saddam Hussein’s regime, 
George W. Bush Jr. claimed that 
“America has spoken with one 
voice” about the grave threat 
posed by Iraq. But the US public 
appears largely unconvinced that 
the Iraqi regime imperils the 
superpower. Bush has failed to 
prove the existence of an urgent 


criticised Clinton’s policy on Iraq. 
The conservatives felt that lraqi 
defiance warranted an all-out US 
military action and not Clinton’s 
periodic missile strikes. The US 
and the Great Britain have 
become frustrated by the 
breakdown of the international 
and regional consensus behind the 
comprehensive sanctions on Iraq, 
as well as the failure of sanctions 
and “containment” to topple 
Saddam Hussein. Instead of 


the regime’s survival and the neo- 
conservatives’ ideological 
commitment have become 
concrete contradictory points 
when Bush captured the White 
House in 2000. After the 
September 11 attacks in New 
York and Washington, the Bush 
clique seized the opportunity to 
turn aggressive. 


Ba‘thist Regime in Iraq 
The Ba‘th party, now headed 


His 
idministration has been inventing 
‘xcuse after excuse to justify the 
var they want to wage against 


hreat from __ Iraq. 


raq. 

Today the Bush 
dministration is staffed with 
eo-conservatives and the right- 
vingers who are aggressive and 
ike extreme positions about the 
far. These are the people who 


regime change, the US and Britain 
witnessed the increasing success 
of the Iraqi regime in its 
strategies for rehabilitating itself, 
and a growing belief in 
international public opinion that the 
devastating humanitarian impact 
of sanctions was too high a price 
to pay for containment of 
Hussein. 

The unpopularity of sanctions, 


by Saddam Hussein, has been in 
power without any break since 
1968. The Ba‘thist regime 
established an authoritarian 
system of government based on 
fierce repression of all opponents 
and critics Communists, Kurdish 
parties and religious parties 
associated with the majority Shia 
community. The party apparatus 
has now faded in importance, 


having been eclipsed by Saddam 
Hussein himself, his family, close 
allies and selected security 
services. Early Ba‘thist ideology 
was pan-Arabic, but in the 1980s, 
the party began to speak the 
language of Iraqi nationalism to 
rally the diverse population 
against external enemies. Iraqi 
Ba‘thist regime showed itself as 
largely secular until the 1980s and 
1990s, when the regime 
increasingly invoked Islam to co- 
opt potential Islamist opposition 
within Iraq and to exploit Islamic 
solidarity abroad. The words “God 
is great” were first emblazoned 
upon the Iraqi flag on January 13, 
1991 —three days before the US 
started bombing Baghdad. 

Until the mid-1980s, oil 
wealth allowed the regime to build 
an impressive welfare state, and 
government investment in 
irrigation, schools, health care and 
other fields contributed to steadily 
rising living standards for ordinary 
lraqis. Iraq’s relative prosperity 
made the country a magnet for 
guest workers from Egypt, Yemen 
and other poorer Arab countries 
until 1990. 

But eight years of highly 
destructive war against Iran 
began to undo these 
achievements, concentrating the 
country’s financial resources on 
expanding the size and weaponry 
of the Iraqi army, and 
subsequently on rearming and 
rebuilding. An oil price collapse 
in 1986 further eroded the 
regime’s fiscal position. Oil 
revenues and financial support 
from the Gulf States permitted 
Saddam Hussein’s regime to 


survive the war with Iran. In 
addition to backing from Iraq’s 
long-time allies, the Soviet Union 
and France, more surreptitious 
support came from the US, 
Britain and Germany, which 
“tilted” in favour of Iraq against 
Iran. After the war, Western arms 
and construction companies 
competed for contracts in Iraq, 
with the governments of the US, 
Britain, Germany, France and 
Russia continuing to facilitate 
arms sales and _ business, 
especially by providing lines of 
credit. 

America did not protest much 
when Iraq used chemical 
weapons against Iranian troops 
and against Iraqi Kurds during the 
Anfal operations of 1987-1988 — 
and blocked a Senate resolution 
that would have imposed 
sanctions. But the attitudes of 
Western powers, in particular the 
US and Britain, towards Iraq 
changed radically with the 
invasion of Kuwait in 1990. 

While Iraqi governments 
have staked periodic claims upon 
Kuwait for years, the 1990 
invasion was immediately 
motivated by severe financial 
pressures generated by the Iran- 
Iraq war. In need of revenue, Iraq 
sought forgiveness of Kuwaiti 
loans made during the Iran-Iraq 
war, disputed Kuwait’s oil 
production levels and charged 
Kuwait with tapping into the 
Rumaila oilfield that lies almost 
entirely inside Iraq. Saddam 
Hussein appears to have misread 
US and broader Arab interests in 
launching the invasion. He 
believed that, given its previously 
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friendly disposition and eagerness 
for contracts, the US would be 
amenable to negotiated solutions. 
Though Hussein knew of 
Washington’s fears for the post- 
invasion security of Saudi Arabian 
oilfields, he wrongly calculated 
that the Saudi royal family would 
not allow non-Muslim soldiers to 
be based on Saudi Arabian soil. 
The fact that Iraq invaded Kuwait, 
a sovereign state, allowed the UN 
Security Council to create a wide 
coalition in favour of action 
against Iraq, including the key 
Arab states of Syria and Egypt, 
as well as traditional US allies 
Saudi Arabia and Turkey. 

UN Security Council 
Resolution 661, passed in August 
1990, imposed mandatory and 
comprehensive economic 
sanctions covering Iraq’s imports, 
exports and movement of funds. 
Sanctions were allowed only for 
a few months to force withdrawal 
of Iraqi soldiers from Kuwait. 
Meanwhile, the US, supported by 
Britain, began a massive troop 
build-up in the Gulf, including 
Saudi Arabia, and pushed 
vigorously for military action. In 
November1990, US insistence 
secured UN Security Council 
Resolution 678, providing for the 
use of “all necessary means” to 
end the occupation of Kuwait. 
The Soviet Union, in political 
turmoil at the time, was 
persuaded to go along with the 
other Security Council members. 
China abstained after stron 
pressure from the US. 


Operation Desert Storm 


Numerous Arab, Europea 


and Soviet diplomatic efforts to 
avert war came to nothing; with 
the US sticking to the demand that 
Iraq withdraw from Kuwait 
without conditions. In December 
1990, the press quoted US 
officials saying that a peaceful 
Iraqi withdrawal was a 
“nightmare scenario,” because 
then Iraq might place its disputes 
with Kuwait on the negotiating 
table. The US and Britain also 
resisted attempts to link resolution 
of the Gulf crisis to resolution of 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 
including an eleventh-hour French 
proposal that Iraq withdraw if the 
US agreed to convene an 
international conference on 
Middle East peace. 

The air war commenced on 
January 16, 1991. Allied bombing 
caused major damage to Iraq’s 
civilian infrastructure, including 
electricity generation, water and 
sanitation facilities. Despite 
concerns about Iraqi civilian 
casualties and Iraq’s firing of 
Scud missiles at Israel, the Arab 
coalition held. 

Operation Desert Storm, the 
brief ground war that followed the 
bombing, drove Iraqi troops from 
Kuwait. Allied troops pursued 
them only as far as the outskirts 
of the southern cities of Basra 
and Nasriyya. President George 
Bush Sr and other coalition 
leaders decided not to continue 
fighting inside Iraq, partly to 
assuage Saudi concern to forestall 
Iraqi Shiite autonomy, partly to 
limit Iranian influence on post-war 
Iraq, and partly in fear of getting 
bogged down in protracted 
battles. 


The retreat of the Iraqi army 
triggered an uprising against 
Hussein’s regime in the Shiite 
south. Fearing the influence of 
Iran on the rebel forces, the 
coalition forces stood by while 
Baghdad forcibly suppressed the 
uprising. The ceasefire agreement 
signed on March 3, 1991 stopped 
lraq from flying warplanes over 
the south but did not prevent the 
use of heavy armour, which 
became a significant factor in the 
regime’s efforts to regain control. 
lraq’s counterattack against 
national liberation forces in the 
Kurdish dominated north led to 
mass flight. At the Iranian border, 
refugees were allowed to cross, 
but the Turkish government 
refused to permit most of the 
refugees access, leaving them 
stranded in  snowbound 
mountains. This major repressive 
campaign resulted in a disaster 
that was prompted by the Gulf 
war coalition to send forces to 
secure a “safe haven” in the 
northwest corner of Iraq. A no- 
fly zone was also established 
above the thirty-sixth parallel of 
latitude, initially to protect allied 
troops. The zone remained in 
place after the coalition troops 
withdrew in June-July1991. In 
October 1991, after a series of 
clashes with Kurdish forces, the 
central government withdrew all 
its troops and administrative staff 
from the Kurdish dominated areas 
of the north, halted all government 
funding and placed an embargo 
on goods crossing into Kurdish- 
controlled areas. The internal 
embargo was not relaxed until 
1997. 


In April 1991, the UN passed 
UNSC Resolution 687, which laid 
down the terms of the ceasefire: 
elimination of Iraq’s programmes 
for developing chemical, biological 
and nuclear weapons, 
dismantlement of its long-range 
missiles, a system of inspections 
to verify compliance, acceptance 
of a UN-demarcated Iraq- 
Kuwait border, payment of war 
compensation and the return of 
Kuwaiti property and prisoners of 
war. UNSC 687 has formed the 
basis for most subsequent UN 
action regarding Iraq. Resolution 
688, passed a few days later, after 
Iraq had crushed the northern 
rebellion, demanded that Iraq 
“cease this repression,” but did 
not explicitly call for enforcement 
by military action. The US and 
Britain, however, have 
consistently referred to UNSC 
688 to justify the continued 
existence of, and periodic 
bombing in, the no-fly zones and 
as a further condition for the 
lifting of sanctions. But it should 
be remembered that there is no 
clause in any resolution of UNSC 
to enforce or form no fly zones. 


UN Weapons Inspections in 
1990s 

The UN Special Commission 
(UNSCOM) established to verify 
Iraq’s compliance with the 
weapons provisions of UNSC 687 
first entered Iraq in 1991, and 
inspections by UNSCOM and the 
International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) continued until 
December 1998. The UNSCOM 
enforced the inspections in 
locating and destroying the 


majority of Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction sites. But its 
inspections were frequently 
contested by the Iraqis, who 
resisted attempts to see certain 
sites and withheld documents. 
From 1994, a clear rift opened 
among the Permanent Five 
members of the Security Council 
over the progress of the 
inspections. France and Russia 
wanted to reward specific 
instances of Iraqi cooperation 


with gradual amelioration of the 
country’s economic isolation, 
including a “road map” towards 
the lifting of sanctions, while the 
US and UK refused to consider 
such measures. The dispute was 
fuelled by critical ambiguities in 
the conditions for lifting the 
embargo in UNSC 687, contained 
in paragraphs 21 and 22. 
Paragraph 22 appears to allow the 
embargo on international imports 
from Iraq — primarily oil — to be 
removed once Iraq had complied 


with all clauses relating to 
weapons of mass destruction. 
France and Russia favoured a 
focus on this provision. Paragraph 
21 was much _ broader: 
international exports to Iraq could 
only resume when it was judged 
to have complied with “all 
relevant UN resolutions.” The US 
and Britain took this reference to 
include UNSC 688, which dealt 
with Iraq’s treatment of the Kurds 
and the Shias, and strove to keep 


sanctions in place as a first 
priority. The rift between the US 
and Britain on one side, and 
France and Russia on the other, 
widened, and weapons 
inspections went on in an 
increasingly acrimonious 
atmosphere. In 1997 evidence 
emerged that the US, and 
possibly the Israelis, had been 
receiving intelligence gathered in 
the course of UNSCOM 
inspections. Rolf Ekeus, head of 
UNSCOM from 1991-1997, 
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confirmed to Swedish radio in late 
July 2002 that US inspectors 
sought information outside the 
organisation’s mandate, such as 
details on the movements of 
Saddam Hussein. Revelations of 
intelligence gathering lent 
credibility to Iraq’s protests that 
inspections were infringing upon 
its sovereignty, and eroded 
international support for 
Unscom’s aggressive tactics. 
Thus Iraq has been caught 
between the interests of major 
imperialist forces while the UN 
served as the facilitating agency 
for the imperialist powers. The 
people in the region were not 
allowed to decide their future 
confronting their own rulers. 

The UNSCOM inspections 
revealed a clandestine nuclear 
programme which, according to 
an IAEA assessment, might have 
produced a usable weapon by 
December 1992, had Iraq 
continued it. The final reports of 
UNSCOM and IAEA filed after 
they left Iraq stated that Iraq’s 
nuclear stocks were gone and 
suggested most of its long-range 
delivery systems had been 
destroyed. Numerous outside 
studies, most recently one from 
the London-based International 
Institute for Strategic Studies, 
have concluded that while Iraq 
retains the scientific expertise to 
manufacture a nuclear bomb, it 
lacks the necessary fissile 
material. 

In the 1990s, inspectors 
destroyed 38,500 prohibited 
chemical warheads and millions 
of litres of chemical agents. Iraq 
claims to have eliminated over 


000 more weapons and tons 
additional chemical agents of 
own volition, but UNSCOM 
s unable to verify this claim 
ore leaving the country. In 
gust 1995, Iraq admitted 
‘ing produced large volumes of 
apons-grade _ biological 
terials for use in the 1990-199] 
lf war. UNSCOM never 
ated this stockpile, which Iraq 
> claimed to have destroyed. 
ne former inspectors, along 
th the US and British 
vernments, refer to these 
mical and biological materials 
“missing” or “unaccounted 
.’ and believe without any 
crete reason that Iraq has 
cessfully hidden them from 
utiny. On the basis of IAEA 
orts in 1997, Russia 
pmmended that Iraq’s nuclear 
be closed, again to establish a 
ad map” towards Iraqi 
pliance and the lifting of 
tions, but Washington and 
don refused. Successive 
ctions crises ensued in 1998. 
ebruary, Iraq refused to allow 
lled “presidential” sites to be 
ected on grounds of 
ereignty. UN Secretary- 
eral Kofi Annan defused this 
is by brokering an agreement 
er which international 
omats would accompany 
ectors to these sites. 
COM continued to complain 
raqi non-cooperation, and 
d out of Iraq in November, 
again in December, the 
nd time without consulting 
Security Council. From 
mber 16-19, the US and 
in heavily bombed alleged 


weapons sites throughout 
southern and central Iraq. This 
bombardment — known as 
Operation Desert Fox — took 
place without Security Council 
authorization, following a pattern 
established by the US and Britain 
over the 1990s. 


US Unilateral No Fly Zones and 
Continuing Aggression 
The US and Britain have 
regularly resorted to military 
action in the name of enforcing 
Security Council resolutions on 
lraq without any UN approval. In 
1991, the US and Britain 
designated a part of the Kurdish- 
controlled region lying above the 
thirty-sixth parallel as a no-fly 
zone for Iraqi aircraft. A second 
no-fly zone was established in the 
south up to the thirty-second 
parallel in August 1992, and 
extended to the thirty-third 
parallel, close to Baghdad, in 
1996. The two no-fly zones were 
initially policed by the US, Britain 
and France. In 1996, France 
withdrew from the northern zone 
and in 1998 from the southern 
zone — in protest over Desert 
Fox. The US and Britain have 
continued daily patrols of the no- 
fly zones, with periodic attacks on 
Iraqi anti-aircraft emplacements 
and major bombing episodes 
triggered by alleged major 
movements of Iraqi armour in 
border areas or intensified anti- 
aircraft fire. Following Desert 
Fox, the US and Britain changed 
the rules of engagement in the no- 
fly zones, allowing pilots to strike 
at any part of the Iraqi air defense 
system, not just those that directly 
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targeted their aircraft, by firing 
upon them or by “locking on” 
radar detectors to the planes. The 
scale of action in the no-fly zones 
since that time has increased 
dramatically. According to British 
Ministry of Defense figures 
quoted by the Times (London) in 
June 2000, the average monthly 
release of bombs rose from 0.025 
tons to five tons. After a lull in 
early 2002, air strikes again 
increased in intensity and 
frequency in the fall and as of 
October 3, US and British planes 
had bombed Iraqi targets 46 times 
in 2002. 

A year after Desert Fox, UN 
Security Council Resolution 1284 
created a new arms monitoring 
body called UNMOVIC, headed 
by Hans Blix, but Iraq did not 
permit inspectors to return till the 
undemocratic resolution 1441 was 
passed as a compromising tactic 
among the major imperialist 
forces. But till date after the 
present inspections resumed no 
evidence has been found to show 
Iraq still has the weapons of mass 
destruction. Though there have 
been attempts by the Anglo- 
American war machinery to 
resort to false propaganda amidst 
the aggressive war preparations. 


The Sanctions Decade 

Since their introduction in 
1990, comprehensive economic 
sanctions on Iraq have raised 
substantial concerns about the 
impact of coercive measures 
against governments when the 
populations in question have no 
democratic rights. Both Security 
Council members and Iraq 


frequently allowed humanitarian 
issues to become bargaining chips 
in struggles over the fulfilment of 
UNSC 687. No clear definition 
was agreed upon _ for 
“humanitarian goods” — those 
commodities to be excluded from 
the embargo. The US in particular 
sought to limit the definition as far 
as possible, initially only to include 
food and medicine. As time went 
on, the Security Council allowed 
the purchase of more types of 
goods, but contracts were 
frequently challenged because the 
sought-after items might prove to 
be “dual-use.” 


The Sanctions Regime Killed 
Millions 

Only in 1998 was UNICEF 
able to carry out a nationwide 
survey of health and nutrition, 
which found, for instance, that 
mortality rates among children 
under five in central and southern 
Iraq had doubled from the 
previous decade. Most 
independent observers would 
endorse the March 1999 
conclusion of the UN Security 
Council’s Panel on Humanitarian 
Issues: “Even if not all suffering 
in Iraq can be imputed to external 
factors, especially sanctions, the 
Iraqi people would not be 
undergoing such deprivations in 
the absence of the prolonged 
measures imposed by the Security 
Council and the effects of war.” 
The Security Council’s punitive 
approach was compounded by the 
fact that Gulf war bombing had 
inflicted extensive infrastructural 
damage, compromising the 
provision of clean water. 


sanitation and electrical power to 
the Iraqi population. The resulting 
public health emergency, rather 
than hunger, has been and 
continues to be the primary cause 
of increased mortality, especially 
among children under five. 
UNICEF estimated in 2002 that 
70 percent of child deaths result 
from diarrhoea and acute 
respiratory infections. For its part 
the Iraqi government, while 
providing a basic food ration, 
placed military and security 
concerns over civilian needs, 
especially when making decisions 
on reconstruction. Poor planning 
and public education, and 
shortages of trained personnel 
caused by the catastrophic decline 
of real wages in the public sector, 
exacerbated the ‘humanitarian’ 
crisis. In late 1991, under 
pressure from UN agencies 
reporting acute ‘humanitarian 
needs’ in Iraq, the Security 
Council passed Resolutions 706 
and 712, designed to allow Iraq 
use the proceeds of limited oil 
sales to purchase “humanitarian 
goods” outside Iraq. After 
prolonged negotiations, Iraq 
rejected the controls on its oil 
sales as too stringent, and called 
for the lifting of sanctions. By 
1993, the Iraqi economy under 
sanctions stood at one-fifth its size 
in 1979, and then took a further 
nose dive in 1994. Meagre rations 
lasted only about one third to half 
a month. With shrinking incomes, 
Iraqis could not afford the 
spiralling prices of goods on the 
open market. Soon France and 
Russia prompted by their own 
interests began to float the 
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concept of certifying Ir 
compliance with inspections, ¢ 
lifting sanctions, at the Secur 
Council. The summer 19 
defection of Hussein Kan 
Saddam Hussein’s son-in-lé 
who came bearing detail 
information on Iraq’s previou 
unacknowledged biologi 
weapons programme, Of 
temporarily stalled French < 
Russian efforts to seek an «€ 
from sanctions. On the wh 
experts estimated that more tl 
five lakh children died due_ 
sanctions and some more lal 
of people died in the last « 
decade after the Gulf war. 


Oil for Food 

To prevent the progress of 
French-Russian proposals, 
US encouraged Britain 
formulate UN Security Cou 
Resolution 986 — reviving the 
for food” idea of UNSC 706 
712 — in early 1995. The 
resolution made S 
concessions to Iraq’s ear 
objections, though Iraq initially 
out for more. The Oil-for-F 
programme established by 
986 finally came into operati 
the end of 1996. Under 
programme, Iraq could 
specified amounts of oil du 
every six-month period. 
2002, a committee of all Sec 
Council members (known a 
661 Committee) scrutini 
operation of the Oil-for- 
programme. The US, and 
lesser extent Britain, ma 
common practice of pla 
“holds” on large numbe 
orders —over $5.3 billion 


rly 2002 — ostensibly because 
e requested items might have 
ilitary uses. This practice, 
mbined with lraq’s bureaucratic 
lays, interruptions of oil sales 
d a prolonged dispute with the 
curity Council over oil pricing, 
duced the volume of goods 
tting into Iraq. Holds have 
proportionately affected Iraq’s 
ility to rebuild its water, 
nitation and_ electricity 
frastructure. Modifications to 
e Oil-for-Food programme later 
ised the ceiling on oil sales and 
idened the scope of goods that 
uld be purchased to include 
me items needed to refurbish 
aq’s oil industry and other 
frastructure. In 2001, a further 
solution removed the limit on the 
nount of oil Iraq could sell. 

In 2002, Resolution 1409 
duced the role of the 661 
mmittee in vetting orders and 
ced the job of determining 
ich items were “dual-use” in 
purview of UNMOVIC, the 
Ww weapons inspection agency, 
d the IAEA. These “smart 
ctions” — designed to deflect 
ticism of sanctions in general 
Oil-for-Food in particular — 
ably came too little, too late. 


only an Eye-wash 

The US and Britain often 
sent the Oil-for-Food 
gramme as a_ vast 
anitarian relief effort, but it 
s intended as a stopgap 
asure to sustain economic 
ctions while allowing more 
anitarian goods into the 
ntry. It was never conceived 
a full-scale programme of 


economic rehabilitation. Oil-for- 
Food has brought commodities 
into Iraq, rather than restoring 
Iraqis’ purchasing power or the 
country’s infrastructure to 
anything approaching pre-war 
levels. In central and southern 
Iraq, the increase in size and 
caloric value of monthly rations 
(to 2,472 calories per person per 
day) has brought some 
improvement in nutrition, 
especially among young children. 
Oil-for-Food, however, has also 
perpetuated dependence on 
rations, shoring up central control 
over food supplies. Meanwhile, 
systems of public transportation, 
water, sanitation and electricity 
remain in a precarious state, the 
last two imperilled further by 
several years of drought. 
UNICEF figures show 
continuing high levels of mortality 
and morbidity from acute 
respiratory infections and 
diarrhoeal diseases. In the 
Kurdish-controlled areas of the 
north, a different set of factors 
has influenced the ‘humanitarian’ 
situation. Because the Iraqi 
regime embargoed the north, 
between 1992 and 1997 the 
Kurdish enclaves received 
significant amounts” of 
humanistarian assistance via 
Turkey. Between 30 and 60 
international NGOs worked ir. the 
north, though sporadic internal 
conflict and displacement 
between 1994 and 1997 kept the 
‘humanitarian’ situation unstable. 
Since 1997, food imports under 
the Oil-for-Food programme have 
helped the Kurdish urban 
population, but effectively 
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undermined the revival of the 
local economy, especially in the 
key area of agriculture. 


Sanctions Crumble 

After the passage of UNSC 
986, Baghdad used trade to woo 
international support for modifying 
or lifting sanctions. From 1997- 
2001, companies representing the 
Security Council members most 
sympathetic to Iraq’s position — 
France, Russia and China — 
garnered $5.48 billion of the 
$18.29 billion in contracts 
approved by the UN. Firms based 
in Egypt and the United Arab 
Emirates, whose governments 
also moved closer to Baghdad at 
the close of the decade, were 
awarded 30 percent of Iraq’s 
import contracts under the Oil- 
for-Food programme in 2000. By 
2001, sanctions were crumbling 
around the edges. Most of Iraq’s 
neighbours, including its 
adversary Syria, and countries 
friendly to the West like Turkey, 
Jordan and some Gulf states, 
were involved in sanctions-busting 
trade with Baghdad. In 
comparison with the large-scale 
evasion of comprehensive UN 
sanctions on Rhodesia and Serbia, 
there has been little illegal transfer 
of goods in and out of Iraq, but 
the resulting revenues were 
sufficient to keep the Iraqi regime 
well-financed despite sanctions. 
‘Illicit trade’ — especially oil 
smuggling — also forged economic 
ties of mutual advantage which 
made Iraq’s neighbours resistant 
to US and British schemes for 
“enhanced containment.” 

Since 1997, ‘illicit’ revenues 


amounting to roughly $ 2billion 
per year have accrued to the 
regime in Baghdad. A recent 
report from the Coalition for 
International Justice, which 
advocates the trial of Iraqi leaders 
for crimes against humanity, states 
that 90 percent of these levies 
come from oil smuggling. The 
most remunerative smuggling 
route runs through Syria’s pipeline 
to oilfields in northern Iraq, 
reopened on November 6, 2000 
after being closed since 1982, 
when Hafiz al-Asad’s regime 
backed Tehran in the Iran-Iraq 
war. As many as150,000 barrels 
of discounted Iraqi crude per day 
pass through the pipeline, enabling 
Syria to export more of its own 
oil. Some more of Iraq’s 
contraband oil finds its way to 
Iranian ports, where it is 
reportedly mixed with outgoing 
[ranian oil products to conserve 
Tehran’s domestic reserves. 
The Kurdish enclave 
bordering Turkey has benefited 
handsomely from imposing exit 
taxes on diesel and crude 
smuggled into Turkey, though 
Turkey took steps to curtail this 
trade beginning in March 2002, 
perhaps because siuuggling 
revenue was finding its way to 
Iraq-based militia units of the 
Workers’ Party of Kurdistan 
(PKK), which fought a national 
liberation war against Turkey in 
the 1990s. Officially, Iraq exports 
110,000 barrels per day of oil to 
Jordan, with the tacit approval of 
the Security Council, in return for 
preferential prices on Jordanian 
consumer goods. Jordan is 
particularly dependent on the 


Iraqi market. 
End of Consensus 

Three times since the winter 
of 1999, the regime has halted oil 
exports, calculating that the 
resulting price spike would 
pressure the UN into concessions 
in reviews of the sanctions. Each 
time the manoeuvre failed, 
because Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
have filied the gap in supply to 
prevent the price from rising too 
high. Iraq has twice stopped its 
exports during major Israeli 
offensives in the Palestinian 
territories, rather transparently to 
pose as the champion of the 
Palestinian cause in the Arab 
world, also to negligible effect on 
the oil markets. 

Smuggling and_ illegal 
surcharges on sales approved 
through the Oil-for-Food 
programme have proven more 
effective for Iraq than direct use 
of the “oil weapon.” Although the 
benefits of smuggling and 
sanctions busting trade to 
Baghdad are well-known in 
Washington and London, the US 
has been unable (or unwilling) to 
cut off these sources of revenue, 
revealing the complexity of its 
relations with front-line states. 
Turkey and Jordan have been 
allowed to break sanctions with 
impunity, arguing that their fragile 
economies could not afford to lose 
Iraqi trade, though Iran has 
received harsh criticism. Syria has 
rebuffed US demands that it close 
down its pipeline to Iraq, and even 
offers of UN compensation for 
lost oil revenue, without apparent 
penalty. The US has backed 
down from calls to debate Syrian 
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smuggling in the Security Council, 
because France has insisted on 
debating Turkish smuggling as 
well. 

The general non-cooperation 
of Arab governments with US- 
UK attempts to plug holes in the 
embargo also signalled their 
displeasure with Washington’s 
increasingly unequivocal support 
of Israel in its campaign to defeat 
the Palestinian uprising by force 
of arms. Arab governments, 
anxious about their own stability 
in the event of war, maintained 
vocal public opposition to military 
intervention in Iraq as the 
intention of the Bush 
administration to topple Saddam 
Hussein by force became clear. 

Vice President Dick Cheney 
returned from a Middle East tour 
in mid-March 2002 withou 
inducing any government tc 
change its public line agains! 
forcible “regime change” in Iraq 
The surprise rapprochemen 
between Iraq and Kuwait at th 
March 2002 Arab summit 
which also produced a 
unprecedented agreement amon 
all Arab countries (including Iraq 
to recognize the state of Isra 
inside its pre-1967 borders 
marked the formal end of th 
Arab consensus behind th 
sanctions and containme 
policies of the previous decad 
Iraq recognized Kuwai 
sovereignty for the first time, an 
the two countries issued a pled 
(so far unfulfilled) to resol 
Kuwaiti missing persons an 
stolen property claims from t 
Gulf war. The summit conclud 
with a unified call to lift the U 


anctions. Arab diplomats worked 
) persuade the Iraqi regime to 
ecept the return of weapons 
ispectors. 

Meanwhile, the logic of 
ispections and sanctions — that 
1ey would be lifted once Iraq 
omplied with UNSC 687 — has 
een undermined by US and 
ritish statements that “regime 
hange” is their preferred policy 
ywards Iraq. 


All US Arm-twists Failed 

Since 1991, there has been a 
onstant tension in official US 
linking between regime change 
nd efforts to secure Iraqi 
ompliance with UN resolutions. 
t the time of the Gulf war, Arab 
ates, led by Saudi Arabia, 
rsuaded the US that a military 
up in Iraq was preferable to an 
lied drive on Baghdad. The 
udis and other coalition 
embers regarded the post-war 
risings in the Shiite south with 
ar because of Iran’s influence 
the rebels, and possible 
percussions among their own 
lite populations. In the north, 
rkey, embroiled in war with the 
K until 1998, expressed loud 
ncerns that autonomy for the 
qi Kurds would encourage 
rkish Kurds in their aspirations 
independence. Until the last 
ar of the first Bush 
inistration, Washington held 
t hope that Saddam Hussein 
Id not survive the impact of 
r and punitive sanctions. Yet 
pite a number of attempts 
ce 1991, no coup has 
ceeded, with or without 
side help. 


By 1993, lack of progress in 
any direction led the Clinton 
administration to espouse the 
notion of “dual containment” of 
Iraq and Iran, defined henceforth 
as “rogue states.” The primary 
aim of dual containment was to 
protect US friends in the region 
~ Israel, Turkey and Saudi Arabia 
— while keeping Saddam Hussein 
“in a box.” According to this 
argument, Saddam Hussein’s 
regime could not and would not 
comply with the requirements for 
lifting sanctions, so sanctions 
would remain in place indefinitely, 
or until the regime collapsed. Ina 
major speech on March 27, 1997, 
Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright said the US would back 
sanctions “as long as it takes” to 
usher in a “successor regime” that 
would comply with UN 
resolutions. 

But attempts to promote 
regime change during both terms 
of Bill Clinton’s presidency were 
only sporadic. Clinton’s advisers 
were reluctant to commit ground 
troops after the disastrous 
Somalian operation and the 
difficulties over Bosnia. Support 
for the external Iraqi opposition 
was lukewarm, and _ the 
administration was often divided 
on how far to encourage it. 

Successive administrations 
distrusted the Iraqi National 
Congress (INC), the ostensible 
umbrella organization based in 
Britain and the US, though the US 
has done much to foster its claim 
to be representative. The INC’s 
shifting membership has proven 
difficult to pin down to specific 
policies beyond regime change, 
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while doubts persist whether 
(aside from the Kurds) INC- 
affiliated groups can muster any 
significant social support inside 
Iraq. 

The Kurds — the part of the 
INC with forces and a base within 
Iraq — were engaged in warfare 
from the end of 1993 until 1997. 
A CIA-backed effort to use 
northern Iraq as a base for an 
assault on the regime in 1995- 
1996 ended in catastrophe when 
Washington aborted an INC 
challenge to Iraqi forces along the 
de facto border and a planned 
coup in Baghdad failed. At the 
invitation of one Kurdish faction, 
the Kurdish Democratic Party, 
the Iraqi army moved into Erbil 
within the no-fly zone soon 
thereafter, killing many INC 
cadres and military defectors, and 
helping the KDP to defeat its 
rivals, the Patriotic Union of 
Kurdistan. This episode 
reinforced the message of the 
1991 uprisings, which still 
resonates among those seeking to 
overthrow Saddam Hussein’s 
regime, that the US is not a 
reliable ally. 

Pressure from the INC’s 
Republican allies in Congress 
pushed Clinton to sign the Iraq 
Liberation Act in late 1998, which 
appeared to signal more active 
support for the opposition and 
made regime change official US 
policy. But the State Department 
continued to have little trust in the 
effectiveness of the INC, and only 
$8 million of the $97 million 
allotted by the bill was disbursed 
by the time Clinton left office. 
Since 2000, the opposition has 


energetically burnished its image, 
but the question of what sort of 
government would replace the 
clique around Saddam Hussein 
has not been answered, at least 
in the public domain. How to bring 
about the regime’s overthrow? 
Options ranged from all-out 
invasion to Special Forces action 
with the opposition in Iraq to 
support for a coup staged by the 
INC and other opposition forces, 
on the model of US tactics in 
Afghanistan. 

Bush the junior more openly 


started saying that he would 
reward those who kill Saddam 
Hussein. He crossed the limits of 
international diplomacy and asked 
lraqi scientists to defect to his 
side. He promised amnesty to 
those who supposedly know the 
locations of manufacture of 
weapons of mass destruction in 
Iraq in early November 2002. 
Prior to this the Tony Blair’s 
government brought a dossier 
giving the lists of weapons of 
mass destruction and their 


locations. The December 2002 
inspections under UN resolution 
1441 could not establish any truth 
about this dossier. 


The Bush Doctrine 

Beginning early in George W. 
Bush’s tenure in the Whitehouse, 
Republicans with strong views on 
Iraq, led by Vice-President Dick 
Cheney and Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld, 
promoted a new foreign policy 
strategy focusing on pre-emptive 
and, if necessary, unilateral action 


Cone), 


on the “overwhelming” military 
power of the US to preserve 
Washington’s superpower status 
indefinitely. Drafts of this strategy 
had been prepared before the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, but 
only after the attacks of 
September 1 1, 2001 did a doctrine 
of pre-emption become the stated 
policy of the Bush administration. 

In September 2002 Bush sent 
a national security strategy to 
Congress, which read: “As a 
matter of common sense and 
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self-defense, America will ac 
against such emerging threat: 
[posed by dangerou: 
technologies] before they are fully 
formed. We cannot defenc 
America and our friends by 
hoping for the best.” The firs 
target of this policy is Iraq. Th 
second Bush administration, lik 
the previous two administrations 
has focused on the person 0 
Saddam Hussein, rather than th 
system he presides over, and i 
remains unclear who would b 
acceptable as a leader of Iraq i 
he were toppled, and how far th 
US would insist that structures 0 
power built over several decade 
be dismantled. Yet leading hawks 
such as Deputy Defens 
Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, hav. 
succeeded in pushing regim 
change in Iraq to the top of th 
US foreign policy agenda. 
Bush stated that “Iraq, Ira 
and North Korea” are “an axi 
of evil”. Although the core of t 
US case against Iraq concer 
the weapons of mass destructi 
proscribed by the Securi 
Council, the biggest hawks in t 
Bush administration at fir 
wanted to sideline the U 
entirely, rather than seeking 
work through it and manipula 
it, as did the first Bu 
administration and then t 
Clinton administration. The mo 
outspoken members of the Bu 
team, especially Rumsfeld, ha 
openly disparaged the utility 
restarting weapons inspectio 
But the need to retain at le 
some allies, especially Britain, 
Iraq’s expressed willingness 
accept the weapons inspect 


k finally created pressure to 
0 the Security Council. 
Bush’s speech to the UN on 
tember 12, 2002 challenged 
UN to endorse new, tougher 
asures to enforce Iraq’s 
npliance with UNSC 687, 
mising unilateral US action if 
UN failed to do so. The 
sequent flurry of Arab and 
ational diplomacy persuaded 
lraqi regime to announce four 
‘s later its willingness to 
dmit inspectors “without 
ditions.” Following several 
ressions of scepticism from 
and British officials, and 
ner inspectors, that renewed 
ections could disarm Iraq, 
thdad stipulated that it would 
y accept inspections under the 
ms of its February 1998 
eement with Kofi Annan, 
ning that “presidential” sites 
d only be inspected with prior 
ning and with diplomats 
ent. The US and UK 
inued to lobby for a new 
lution enabling more 
ressive inspections and 
ing war the penalty for non- 
eration, setting the stage for 
andoff. In a speech in 
innati on October 7, 2002, 
pointedly did not set aside 
option of going to war 
terally, if matters did not go 
ay at the UN. 

n its draft resolution seeking 
ressional authorization of 
against Iraq, the Bush 
inistration invoked “the 
ent right [of the US], as 
wledged in the UN Charter, 
e force in order to defend 
.” Article 51 of the UN 


Charter does authorize the use of 
military force in self-defense, but 
only if a country has been 
attacked by another, or is under 
imminent threat of attack. The 
charter goes on to specify that the 
right of self-defense only obtains 
until the Security Council has 
taken measures to restore peace 
and security. After World War II, 
the international community set 
the bar very high for member 
states seeking to justify military 
action, to prevent a repeat of the 
expansionist aggression of the 
Axis powers. After making the 
political decision to remove 
Saddam Hussein’s regime by 
force, the Bush administration 
pursued a two-track strategy to 
address the standard set by the 
UN Charter — one track which 
(nominally) would meet the 
standard and another which seeks 
radically to redefine it. 

Given that Iraq has not 
attacked the US, the US must 
demonstrate an imminent threat 
of Iraqi attack. Hence the Bush 
war powers resolution also cited 
“the high-risk that Iraq will 
employ [its weapons of mass 
destruction] to launch a surprise 
attack against the US or its armed 
forces or provide them to 
international terrorists,” and top 
administration officials spoke 
ominously of the “mortal threat” 
posed by Iraq. Since inspectors 
have not been in Iraq since 1998, 
it was impossible for the White 
House to offer solid evidence that 
Iraq possessed weapons of mass 
destruction that could target US 
interests. 

The eradication of lraq’s 
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entire weapons stockpile in 1998 
meant that the regime probably 
retained some of its arsenal. A 
dossier on Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction released by the 
British government on September 
24, 2002 repeated the conclusions 
of publicly available reports on 
Iraqi weapons capacity. Evidence 
in the dossier that Iraq continued 
to build illicit weapons after 1998 
— such as the country’s retention 
of many scientists who had 
worked on the secret nuclear 
programme beforel1991 — was 
circumstantial and not new. A 
CIA report published in October 
reached similar and hardly 
alarming conclusions. 

To bolster the urgency of its 
case, the British dossier added the 
contention — based on unnamed 
intelligence sources — that “as 
part of Iraq’s military planning, 
Saddam is willing to use” 
chemical and biological weapons. 
Along with similar claims 
advanced by US officials, also 
based on classified intelligence, as 
of October 2002 this contention 
was the only attempt to prove that 
the Iraqi regime constituted a 
“mortal threat.” The lack of fresh 
evidence in the British dossier 
suggested that the goal of US-UK 
policy was not to prove the 
existence of, and eliminate, 
weapons of mass destruction in 
Iraq, but rather to provide a 
casusbelli. But most of the 
Security Council appeared to 
agree with the Canadian foreign 
minister, who said that “[the 
dossier] shows why... inspectors 
have to get into Iraq and get in 
there quickly. I do not read this 


as a suggestion that Mr. Blair is 
advocating that we attack Iraq 
immediately.” 

The second track of the Bush 
team’s strategy, much more in 
keeping with its unilateralist 
philosophy, focused on the 
possibility that Iraqi weapons of 
mass destruction might in the 
future target the West — meaning 
that the West should strike first 
to obviate the threat. Asked to 
supply material evidence of the 
lraqi threat, National Security 
Adviser Condoleezza Rice 
commented that “we don’t want 
the smoking gun to be a mushroom 
cloud.” Rice’s argument, restated 
by other administration officials, 
relied on emotional appeal 
generated by the September 11 
attacks: wouldn’t any reasonable 
person have supported a pre- 
emptive strike to stop the 
hijackers from carrying out their 
plot? Although the Bush 
administration has yet to present 
this case in a sustained fashion, 
Rice seemed to be contending 
that, after September 11, 2001, the 


stringent requirements of the UN 
Charter should be replaced with 
the far more flexible Bush 
doctrine of the pre-emptive strike. 


Human Rights 

The US and British dossiers 
calling for regime change also rely 
on raising the Iraqi regime’s 
dismal human rights record, 
despite a decade of virtual 
Western indifference to these 
concerns in the 1980s. After the 
US cited Amnesty International’s 
reports on Iraq in its background 
briefing accompanying Bush’s 
September14 speech to the UN 
General Assembly, Amnesty 
observed that “once again, the 
human rights record of a country 
is used selectively to legitimise 
military actions.” In the 1990s, the 
US and other outside powers 
have done very little to promote 
human rights protections in Iraq 
— there is no Security Council 
resolution mandating, for instance, 
that Iraq cooperate with UN 
human rights monitors — not to 
mention the disregard of the US 
and other governments for the 
very severe humanitarian 
consequences of economic 
sanctions. Iraq’s human rights 
record is, without question, among 
the very worst in the world. The 
current government, since it came 
to power in 1968, has relentlessly 
suppressed basic civil and political 
rights in the country, and shares 
responsibility with the UN 
Security Council for the 
humanitarian disaster caused by 
more than a decade of sanctions. 
Arbitrary arrests, enforced 
disappearances, mass killings, 
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assassinations of political crit 
and routine torture have left 1 
country devastated. 

The wars caused by Ire 
aggression, the UN impos 
sanctions and the governmen 
relentless political repressi 
against virtually all sectors of 
population have caused mass 
suffering and dislocation. | 
many as five million Iraqis — 0 
20 percent of the country 
population — now live abroad 
recent report by the Norweg 
Refugee Council estimated th 
are 700,000 to | million interne 
displaced persons in Iraq. 

Exile was not, for many 
matter of choice. Hundreds 
thousands of Shiite familie 
Arabs and Kurds — were forci 
exiled to Iran in the 198 
typically with only the clothes 
their backs. Thousands of villa 
were systematically razed in 
counterinsurgency campa 
against Iraq’s Kurds in the n 
and the marshlands sout 
Baghdad. Conservative estim 
place the number of Iraqi K 
systematically put to death in | 
alone at more than 100,000. 


“Protecting” the North 

South 
The US and Britain 

claimed that the no-fly zone i 
north has helped to protec 
lives of Kurdish Iraqis 
practice, such protection 
been provided has applied 
shelter from Iraqi aircraft, n 
Turkish or Iranian air forces 
Turks, pursuing their war wi 
PKK, used both air and 
troops on a regular basis, 


causing civilian deaths, injuries 
and destruction of property. The 
US has never challenged 
Turkey’s incursions — though the 
EU and UN periodically made 
ineffectual protests. lraq has 
claimed substantial civilian 
casualties from the increasingly 
regular US-British bombing raids 
after Desert Fox. Fact-finders 
working for UN _ Special 
Observer Hans von Sponeck 
verified that 144 people were 
killed in the no-fly zones in 1999. 

Further, the northern no-fly 
zone does not coincide exactly 
with the “de facto” line to which 
lraqi troops withdrew in 1991. 
The no-fly zone therefore includes 
Mosul, still under government 
control, but excludes Suleimaniya, 
the largest city of the Kurdish- 
controlled region now ruled by 
two party-based administrations, 
along with the southern part of 
that governorate. Also outside the 
zone is the city of Kirkuk, a 
centre of the Iraqi oil industry that 
remains under government 
control. In the Kirkuk region, 
Kurds are at most direct risk from 
the Iraqi regime, which has 
pursued a_ policy” of 
“Urbanization” of the city and 
the surrounding region. By the 
conservative estimate of the US 
Committee for Refugees, in the 
past ten years nearly 100,000 
Kurds have been expelled from 
their homes in Kirkuk, in favour 
of Iragi Arabs resettled by the 
egime. 

In the south, low-level armed 
esistance continued after 1991, 
ainly in the marshland areas 
etween the Tigris and 


Euphrates, but a southern US- 
enforced no-fly zone provided 
precious little by way of 
protection. The government’s 
counter-insurgency campaign 
included systematic drainage of 
the marshes — the _ utter 
destruction in less than a decade 
of the largest wetland ecosystem 
in the Middle East. What the UN 
Environmental Programme 
termed “one of the world’s 
greatest environmental disasters” 
led to the nearly complete 
displacement of hundreds of 
thousands of residents. 


Oil and War 

The Iraqi Ministry of Oil 
estimated in the mid-1990s that 
Iraq could produce six million 
barrels per day within seven 
years of ending the UN embargo, 
with $30 billion in foreign 
investment. But throughout the 
1990s, sanctions prevented major 
energy conglomerates from 
exploiting Iraq’s 115 billion barrels 
of proven petroleum reserves — 
second only to those of Saudi 
Arabia — despite the willingness 


of the Iraqi regime after mid-199 | 
to relax its control of the 
nationalized oil industry. Since no 
geological survey has been 
conducted in Iraq since the 1970s, 
experts believe that the proven 
reserves underestimate the 
country’s actual oil wealth, which 
could be as large as 250 billion 
barrels. Three decades of political 
instability and war have kept Iraq 
from developing 55 of its 70 
proven oilfields. Eight of these 
fields could harbour more than a 
billion barrels each of “easy oil” 
which is close to the surface and 
inexpensive to extract. 
Sanctions and US law barred 
American firms completely from 
exploring Iraqi fields, but 
beginning in 1994 international 
companies signed lucrative 
contracts with Baghdad in 
anticipation of the lifting of 
sanctions. Paris-based 
companies negotiated an 
(unsigned) agreement to develop 
the 18 billion-barrel Majnoon field, 
as well as the smaller Nahr bin 
Umarfield, while a Russian 
consortium inked a deal to 


develop the West Qurna field, 
containing an estimated 15 billion 
barrels. Baghdad also signed 
contracts with Chinese firms. 
Frustrated that none of its 
partners would begin work while 
sanctions remained in place, the 
Ba‘thist regime first threatened 
to revoke the agreements and to 
downgrade their attractive terms. 
Nevertheless, the prospect that oil 
exploration might start gave 
Baghdad a lifeline of sorts to the 
UN Security Council. In June 
2001, France and Russia 
proposed removing restrictions on 
foreign investment in the Iraqi oil 
industry during Security Council 
deliberations over “smart 
sanctions.” These attempts to 
reconstitute Iraq’s oil revenue — 
and refill the government’s 
coffers — ran into staunch 
opposition from Washington and 
London. Due to deteriorating 
infrastructure and a pricing 
dispute with the Security Council, 
in September 2002 Iraq was 
pumping at less than half its 
capacity, its legitimate oil sales 
tightly regulated under the Oil- 
for-Food programme. 

In the thinking of the right- 
wing officials who dominate 
Middle East policy in the Bush 
White House, the primary benefit 
of regime change is to enshrine 
the Bush doctrine, but Iraq’s oil 
reserves offer an important 
secondary benefit. In concert with 
other producers, a US-allied Iraqi 
government might in the future 
export enough oil to displace 
Saudi Arabia as primary arbiter 
of world oil prices, reducing what 
influence the Saudis can exert on 


US policy towards the Israeli- 
Palestinian conflict and giving the 
US more freedom of manoeuvre 
in the Gulf. 

It is uncertain that a post-war 
Iraq would be willing or able to 
assume that role, but the 
possibility, combined with the 
sheer size of Iraqi reserves, has 
led many observers to conclude 
that oil motivates the US policy 
of regime change. Ahmed 
Chalabi, leader of the opposition 
Iraqi National Congress, fuelled 
these theories when he told the 
Washington Post in September 
2002 that “American companies 
will have a big shot at Iraqi oil.” 
Under Oil-for-Food, the US has 
been the leading consumer of Iraqi 
oil, and the long-standing US 
interest in free access to Persian 
Gulf oil will doubtless continue to 
be a pillar of Middle East policy. 
Cheney’s national energy policy 
report, released in May 2001, 
projects that US demand for oil 
will climb 32 percent by 2020, 
while domestic production 
remains steady. Two thirds of 
global petroleum reserves are 
found in the Persian Gulf, and the 
US military presence in the Gulf 
certainly aims to secure the 
westward flow of oil in the future. 

But the dogged intensification 
of sanctions, containment and 
regime change rhetoric by the US 
and Britain, when Iraq was 
prepared to open its oil industry 
to Western investment, suggests 
that oil has played a more 
complicated part in the 12-year 
confrontation between 
Washington, London and 
Baghdad. The Iraqi regime has 
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tried to use oil exploration 
contracts to undermine 
international support for the 
sanctions, while using illicit 
exports to rebuild ties with its 
neighbours. Determined to stop 
the rehabilitation of the regime, 
but unable to foil its economic 
survival strategies completely 
through diplomacy, the US and 
Britain gradually hardened their 
resolve — encouraged by the right 
wing rulers — that Saddam 
Hussein had to be removed by 
force. 


Towards the Denouement 

The Bush team’s 
determination to topple Saddam 
Hussein both builds on, and 
radically; departs from, 
international policy on Iraq since 
1991, which essentially has been 
made by the five permanent 
members of the Security Council. 
On the issue of Irag, Washington 
retained a dominant position 
among the Permanent Five until 
the impasse that followed the 
withdrawal of weapons 
inspectors’ in1998. The US also 
engaged in the kind of bargaining 
and arm-twisting in the Council 
that is only available to a global 
power. On October 7, 2002, Bush 
repeated his warnings to the UN 
to endorse the use of force or 
“prove irrelevant to the problems 
of our time.” Days later, 
Secretary of State Colin Powell 
convinced UNMOVIC head 
Hans Blix to delay new 
inspections until a new resolution 
could be accepted. Meanwhile, 
apparent Pentagon preparations 
for war even as the UN 


deliberated signalled that the US 
would attempt to form a coerced 
international consensus behind 
military action. 

The international atmosphere 
is not conducive to the rapid 
coalition building that was possible 
before thel991 war. Middle 
Eastern states in particular are 
upset by Bush’s failure to 
intervene positively in the 
escalated Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict, by seemingly clumsy 
attempts to link Iraq to Al-Qaeda 
and by the possible regional 
implications of a new war. 
Regional concerns over an attack 
on Iraq have been rejected by the 
Bush administration as mere 
public show. International opinion 
increasingly asks why Security 
Council demands upon Iraq 
should be enforced by military 
action, when that body’s 
numerous demands upon Israel, 


India, Pakistan, Turkey and 
Morocco remain conspicuously 
unmet. Reports that the US would 
install a military administration to 
govern post-war Iraq prompted 
nervous comparisons to British 
and French colonialism in the 
Middle East. 

A military assault to remove 
Saddam Hussein can only deepen 
the problems that any new Iraqi 
government will face after two 
decades of war and sanctions. 
Civilian infrastructure remains 
severely degraded. The once 
vibrant Iraqi professional classes 
have been cut off from advances 
in knowledge and technology 
since 1990, the work force is 
deskilled, and the school system 
is in grave disrepair. The regime’s 
survival strategies — encouraging 
tribal and personal loyalties — 
have widened existing rifts 
between Iraq’s ethnic, religious 
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and tribal groups that may erupt 
into communal strife. 

Still, in October 2002 back- 
door diplomacy focusing on post- 
war access to Iraqi oilfields 
appeared to be softening Russian 
and French objections to the US 
British draft resolution making 
war the penalty for Iraqi non- 
cooperation with a toughened 
inspections process. The 2002 
crisis in the Gulf seemed to be 
nearing the denouement desired 
by hard-line policymakers in the 
White House: a test of the Bush 
doctrine of the pre-emptive strike. 
O 

(This is culled out of a 
number papers, articles and 
reports from various sources. 
The main aim of this write up is 
to provide the activists with 
some well informed facts and 
figures about the American war 
of aggression on Iraq). 
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The USA Is At War 


Eduardo Galsano 


Times of fear 


The world is living in a state of 


terror, terror in disguise: some 
say it comes from Saddam 
Hussein, now tired of being 
enemy number one, or from 
Osama bin Ladin, professional 
fear merchant. 

The real cause of this 
planetary panic is called the 
Market. This individual has 
nothing to do with your friendly 
local grocers where you're used 
to picking your fruit and 
vegetables up. This is a faceless 
all-powerful all-present terrorist 
acting as god, and just like god, 
the Market thinks it's eternal. Its 
many disciples cry, "the Market 
is nervous" and warn, "don't upset 
the Market". 

The criminal record of this 
Market strikes fear into the hearts 
of many. It has spent its entire 
life robbing food, destroying jobs, 
holding countries hostage and 
Starting wars. 


0 Sell War, the Market 
preads Fear 

And fear spreads fear. The 
win towers of New York collapse 
aily on our television screens. 
hat happened to the anthrax 
care? Not only was an official 
nvestigation launched finding little 
r nothing out about these mortal 
tters, but the military debt of the 
nited States went up 
ectacularly. The amounts spent 


by this country on its war 
machine make chins drop. Barely 
one and a half months spending 
would allow the entire world to 
be fed, if we can trust the figures 
of the United Nations. 

Every time the Market 
says go, the dangerometer jumps 
into the red zone and all 
suspicions become reality. Wars 
kill in the name of prevention and 
doubt, proof not needed. This time 
it's Iraq's turn, condemned once 
again. It's a simple equation: Iraq 
contains the second largest 
reserve of petrol in the world, just 
what the Market needs for the 
fuel needs of a spendthrift 
consumer society. 


Mirror, mirror on the wall, who 
is the scariest of them all? 
The world powers 
monopolise arms of massive 
destruction as their natural right. 


Whilst America was being 
conquered, whilst this global 
market was just emerging, small 
pox and influenza were killing far 
more local populations than 
swords or guns. The successful 
European invasion had a lot to 
thank for bacterium and viruses. 
Centuries later, these natural 
allies have become a means of 
destruction in the hands of world 
powers. A handful of countries 
control the world's biological 
arsenal. Mere decades ago, the 
United States allowed Saddam 
Hussein to launch biological 
weapons against the Kurds. At 
the time Saddam Hussein was the 
pet of the Western world and the 
Kurds weren't liked. These 
weapons were produced with 
ceps purchased from a company 
in Rockville, Maryland, U.S.A. 

In military terms, as in any 
terms, the Market calls for 
liberalisation, but not for 
everybody. Supply remains in the 
hands of a mere few, in the name 
of global security. Saddam 
Hussein scares people. 
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Eduardo Galeano is a 
well known Uruguayan 
writer who has written 
numerous books such 
as The Open Veins of 
Latin America, The 
Trilogy of Fire, and 
most recently Upside 
Down: A Primer for 
the Looking Glass 
World. 


The world is scared. A 
great threat planes: Iraq could use 
bacteriological weapons or, much 
more serious, he may have 
nuclear weapons. The human 
race cannot allow this danger to 
exist, claims the President of the 
only country in the world to have 
used nuclear weapons on 
civilians. Was it Iraq that killed 
the elderly, women and children 
in Hiroshima and Nagasaki? 

Just take a look at the new 
millennium: populations wonder 
whether they will eat tomorrow 
or if they will have a roof over 
their heads, how will they survive 
if they fall ill or have an accident? 
Populations ask if they will still 
have a job tomorrow, if they will 
have to work twice today's hours 
or if their pension will be 
destroyed by the foibles of the 
stock market or the gremlins in 
inflation? Town dwellers fear 
attacks either tomorrow or at the 
street corner, will their homes be 
robbed or their throats cut? 
Country dwellers hope to keep 
their land another day and 
fishermen are not sure whether 
they will find uncontaminated 
rivers and seas tomorrow. 
Individuals and countries don't 
know how they will pay their 
debts multiplied by profiteers 
tomorrow. 


Is all this the work of Al 
Qaeda? 

The economy makes 
assassinations that don't appear 
in the newspapers: 12 children 
die of hunger every minute. In 
the terrorist organisation of the 
world, protected by military 
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power, a thousand million people 
suffer from chronic hunger and 
six hundred million people are 
overweight. Strong economy, low 
standard of living: Ecuador and 
El Salvador have adopted the 
dollar as their national currency, 
but their populations are fleeing. 
Never has so much poverty and 
emigration been seen in these 
countries. The sale of human 
meat abroad creates disturbance, 
sadness and divides. In 2001, the 
people of Ecuador obliged to seek 
work elsewhere sent more money 
back home than the amount of 
exports in bananas, shrimp, tuna, 
coffee and cacao. 

Uruguay and Argentina 
are excluding their young men. 
Emigrants, grandchildren of 
immigrants, turn their backs on 
destroyed families and memories 
that hurt "Doctor, my soul hurts": 
which hospital has the cure 
please? En Argentina, a televisio 
show allows watchers to win 
top prize: a job. The waiting list: 
are eternal. The program choose 
candidates and the public votes 
The candidate spilling enoug 
tears to make the public cry wins 
Sony Pictures is selling th 
successful program throughou 
the world. 


Which job? Whatever. Ho 
much? you'll see. 

The desperation of thos 
looking for work and the fear o 
losing the job you have force 
people to accept th 
unacceptable. Throughout th 
world the "WalMart model” exist 
The number one company in tl 
United States forbids Unions an 


expects overtime without 
expecting to pay for it. The 
Market exports the lucrative 
system. The worse the state of 
the national economy, the easier 
it is to turn labour rights into dust. 
Other rights fly out the window 
on the way to top it off. The seeds 
of chaos bear order as fruit. 
Poverty and boredom spread 
delinquency, leading to panic and 
providing a breeding ground for 
the worst. Argentine soldiers, 
which are well up on crime, are 
being asked to combat crime: 
come and save us from 


delinquency cries out Carlos 
Menem, civil servant on the 
Market, who knows a lot about 
delinquency due to extensive 
experience as President. 

Low costs, high profits, no 
control: a tanker carrying oil splits 
in half spilling a deadly black mass 
into the sea aiming straight for the 
coast of Galicia and beyond. 

The most profitable 


commerce in the world leads to 
fortune and "natural" disasters. 
The toxic gases produced by 
petrol are the main cause of 
climate change and the hole in the 


ozone. This hole is roughly the 
size of the United States. In 
Ethiopia and other African 
countries drought has let to 
millions of people suffering from 
the worst famine in the last twenty 
years whilst Germany and other 
countries in Europe have been hit 
by the worst floods in the last fifty 
years. Petrol also causes wars. 
Poor Iraq.O 


[Brecha, Uruguay, 

December 2002. 

January 14, 2003 

From rebelion web magazine] 


Behind the Lies and Pretexts 


Why the U.S. Wants to Conquer Iraq? 


when a great power bashes a 
small, weakened country, they 
don't need surprise. War prepara- 
tions can be out in the open. The 
attacker can take his time to gather 
his forces and even order the world 
to watch. 

After pounding Afghanistan, 
the U.S. government has now se- 
lected Iraq for attack. Northern 
Kuwait has been turned into a mili- 
tary zone. Huge fleets are in place 
to send out bombers. The U.S. 
government plan includes a mili- 
tary invasion and protracted oc- 
cupation of Iraq. 

The tanks, bombers, and fleets 
of the Pentagon are remaking the 
world we live in. Thousands of 
young men and women are land- 
ing in the Gulfto kill and die. 

At such moments, each of us 
bears a heavy responsibility. We 
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need to decide what to think and 
where to stand. 

Why are the people of Iraq be- 
ing put in the crosshairs of war? 
Whose interests are in command? 
What kind of a future is being im- 
posed on the world by threat and 
war? 


The Emperor Has No Clothes 

The preparations for this war 
are very real, but the official justi- 
fications for the war are com- 
pletely unreal. 

The U.S. government says that 
they must "take out" Saddam 
Hussein because he threatens the 
world. But Iraq is a small, poor, 
weak country. It suffered military 
defeat in the Gulf War followed by 
a decade of air raids and sanctions. 
Iraq's major neighbors (Turkey, 


pose U.S. attack. US. command- 
ers openly claim that Iraq's mili- 
tary cannot successfully attack 
them in their staging areas--right 
on Iraq's immediate borders. If so, 
then how does Saddam Hussein 
threaten the U.S. and the world? 
The U.S. government says that 
Iraq could develop "weapons of 
mass destruction," and might then 
threaten other countries. This is an 
absurd argument. It is the U.S. 
which already has nukes, and is 
the only country in the world to 
have used nuclear weapons-- 
twice. President Bush said last 
month he would launch a nuclear 
first strike against Iraq under some 
circumstances. Israel] has also 
threatened Irag with nuclear attack. 
The U.S. ally Pakistan threatened 
the major cities of western India a 
few months ago. Iraq doesn't 


reaten other countries with 
kes--it is the U.S. and its allies 
10 have threatened other coun- 
es with nukes. 

The U.S. government spokes- 
*n claim Iraq is connected with 
> Islamist "terrorists" like al- 
ida. No known facts support 
s. lraq's government is not fun- 
mentalist: many religions are tol- 
ited and women are not required 
wear veils. In the 1980s, it was 
> U.S. (not Iraq) that financed 
: Islamist forces in Afghanistan 
d Pakistan that produced al- 
ida. After 1990, Osama bin 
den offered to return his forces 
Saudi Arabia to fight against 
q. 

In short, the U.S. government 


>uses are flimsy, self-contradic- — 


y and unbelievable. 


portunities for Aggressors 
"The international system has 
n in flux since the collapse of 
iet power. Now it is possible-- 
eed probable--that that transi- 
is coming to an end. If that is 
t, then...this is a period not just 
ave danger, but of enormous 
rtunity." After September 11, 
1, the U.S. power structure un- 
hed a massive global offensive. 
erful political and military 
es around Dick Cheney and 
in Powell had argued for (and 
ned) such an offensive for over 
cade. They argued that the col- 
e of the Soviet Union left the 
ed States in a position of un- 
lenged world domination. And, 
argued, the U.S. needed to act 
essively to forge a new world 
ture based on that dominance. 
argued that this position of 
allenged military power 
Id be used, aggressively, to 


make sure that a rival superpower 
never again emerged from among 
the other major world powers. 
(This has been documented in 
many places, including in "Dick 
Cheney's Song of America: Draft- 
ing a plan for global dominance," 
in Harper's Magazine, October 
2002.) 

On September 11, 2001, at- 
tacks took place on U.S. soil. Sud- 
denly, the new Bush government 


Sweep it all up. Things related and 
not." 

The current aggressive 
moves on Iraq are part of the larger 
juggernaut of moves aimed at se- 
curing U.S. domination. They are 
Phase 2 of a global war that Vice 
President Cheney said could last a 
generation. 

September 11 allowed the 
government to claim all this is be- 
ing done in the name of the Ameri- 


in Washington was confronted 
with intense new opportunities and 
pressures to act. Afghanistan was 
their first target. At the same time, 
within hours of the plane attacks, 
U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld told his aides to prepare 
war on Iraq--even though no evi- 
dence, then or now, ever linked 
Iraq to 9/11. The notes of 
Rumsfeld's aide read: "Go massive. 
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can people--their protection and 
their security. But very different 
goals and interests are really in 
command. 


The Interests of Imperialists 

"It is important to understand 
that it is not just a matter of U.S. 
corporations being ‘oil-hungry' or 
simply that the U.S. economy is 
‘dependent on fossil fuels.' The 


more fundamental truth 
is that the monopoly 
capitalists who rule the 
U.S. must control huge 
supplies of oil and other 
fuels, worldwide, in or- 
der to keep production 
costs for U.S.-based 
corporations as low as 
possible (particularly 
through super-exploita- 
tion of labor in many oil- 
producing countries), to 
strengthen their com- 
petitive position vis-...- 
vis other imperialist cor- 
porations and countries, 
and overall to control 
vital lifelines of the glo- 
bal economy. And these 
monopoly capitalists use the gov- 
ernment apparatus--in particular 
the military--of the U.S. to enforce 
this control. This is an expression 
of the essential nature of the im- 
perialist system we are confront- 
ing." 

The Persian Gulf is cur- 
rently the largest single source of 
oil in the world. And the U.S. has 
maneuvered for 50 years to con- 
trol it. The U.S. armed both Israel 
and Turkey as key military allies 
in the region. It has propped up 
the dictatorial Shah of Iran and the 
fundamentalist Saudi monarchy. In 
the 1970s, President Carter an- 
nounced that the U.S. would 
launch nuclear attack in response 
to any Soviet advance into Iran to- 
ward those oilfields. And the U.S. 
backed Saddam Hussein in a 
bloody war against the post- Shah 
lran. 

The U.S. strategists con- 
sider this region both fragile and 
essential. The main oil-producing 
countries (Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and 


Iran) are far from reliably stable 
servants of U.S. imperialism. So, 
after the Soviet Union collapsed, 
the U.S. imposed permanent mili- 
tary bases in the Gulf region for 
the first time--knocking down Iraq 
hard in 1991, occupying parts of 
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Bahrain. 

All this is taking a leap. The 
tiny Gulf state of Qatar has been 
transformed into a regional nerve 
center for U.S. military domina- 
tion. The leaked U.S. war plans ( 
New York Times , Jan. 6) include 
a "quick takeover" of Iraq's oilfield- 
-with the idea of protecting the oil 
wells from the fighting and getting 
back to pumping oil as soon as 
possible. 

Decisions are being made in 
Washington, DC about whether 
post-war Iraq will be allowed to 
join the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries (OPEC)-- 
which means that the U.S. is now 
debating how Iraqi oil prices will 
be set. 
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Iraq is only the immedi 
target in this region--Deputy $ 
retary of Defense Wolfowitz s 
that a U.S.-occupied Iraq wo 
be a base area within that regi 
U.S. spokespeople speculate | 
both Iran and Saudi Arabia may 
dergo political change--the 
could use a conquered Iraq 
platform for controlling t 
changes. It is the U.S. (not Sad 
Hussein) who currently inten 
threaten and tightly dominate | 
neighbors. 


A Bid for World Domination 
Several major potential 
bal rivals of the U.S. rely hee 
on Persian Gulf oil--particu 
Germany, France and Japan. 
In secret conferences, 
officials are now debating \ 
international oi] companies 
control Iraqi oilfields and 
pre-war oil contracts wi 
honored. In other words, the 
warmakers are deciding \ 
other powers will have acc 


is Oil. 

In addition, White House 
durces say there are plans for ex- 
loiting Iraq's own resources and 
bor to pay for billion-dollar U.S. 
sts for conquest and occupation. 

On one level, the political 
id military moves of great capi- 
list powers are always ultimately 
out profit. But this should not 
> understood narrowly--as if the 
.S. wants to conquer Iraq sim- 
y to enrich its oil men. 

A U.S. military grab for the 
2rsian Gulf translates into a stra- 
gic move to control the vital eco- 
mic lifelines of other powers. 
‘hen Europe and Japan look at 
eir energy supplies, they see 
.S. Marines and warships all 
er. 

That explains the twisted 
ince now performed by the 
ads of European imperialism. 
ance and Russia have a hand in 
q's oil industry now--and so are 
posed to the U.S. taking over 
show. On the other hand 
rmer CIA director James 
Isey went on TV to declare 
t if France didn't join this war 
Iraq, they could not expect to 
p their access to Iraqi oil in the 
ure. So the Euro-imperialists 
plain about each step toward 
. invasion and then show up to 
icipate in some way as that step 
s forward. 

Britain's Prime Minister 
y Blair (known as Bush's slav- 
"poodle") recently explained 
"the price of influence is that 
do not leave the U.S. to face 
tricky issues alone.... There are 
many countries who wouldn't 
for the same relationship as 
have with the U.S., and that 
udes most of the ones most 


critical of it in public." 

In other words, while some 
imperialists hope the U.S. imperi- 
alists don't succeed in imposing 
complete domination over the 
globe, the imperialist self-interests 
of all the major powers suggest 
they want to be at the U.S. side if 
it does succeed in conquering Iraq. 


Telling the World: Watch Closely 

"Like any Mafia thugs--and 
they are that on a monstrous and 
worldwide level--they can't allow 
even the appearance that somebody 
came up and poked them in the 
eye, and got away with it." 

Bush swaggers to the po- 
dium. He threatens the UN with ir- 
relevance. He brushes aside the 
concerns of people all over the 
world. He orders governments to 
fall in line. 

The U.S. attack on Iraq 
seems unjustified, aggressive, and 
deeply threatening across much of 
the planet. Crudeness is part of the 
point. The world is told to watch 
closely what happens to govern- 
ments and countries that defy the 
new Roman Empire. The U.S. can 
have nukes. Its ally Israel can have 
them. But no one who is "defiant" 
can even dream of matching (or 
deterring!) U.S. threats. 

U.S. spokesmen publicly 
threaten that "key" Iraqi officials 
and generals can expect trial and 
punishment. Detailed lists have 
been made of which Iraqi officials 
and military officers can be "re- 
formed and kept." In this new 
world, the price of defiance is sup- 
posed to be "regime change"--and 
death. The reward for capitulation 
is permission to rule as a puppet 
of the U.S. 
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Who Does This Madness Serve? 

Look at the guns and 
bombs aimed at Iraq's cities and 
people. A UN study says as many 
as 500,000 people could suffer in- 
juries and death if war is launched. 

Look at the long ugly his- 
tory of American-imposed "regime 
change": Pinochet in Chile, Mobuto 
in Congo, the Shah in Iran, Gen- 
eral Ky in Vietnam, Suharto in In- 
donesia. This is what the people 
of Iraq can expect from their oc- 
cupiers. 

Phase | was Afghanistan. 
Phase 2 was Iraq. Who will get 
threatened after that? The Chicago 
Tribune ran a headline "Not War 
Against Korea Yet"! This huge 
planet will not submit peacefully 
to the domination of a New Rome- 
-and the attempt to rule the world 
will never produce safety or pros- 
perity for anyone--including the 
great majority of people in the U.S. 

Look at the new world or- 
der they are trying to forge--rooted 
in the domination of capital and 
profit over the needs and concerns 
of the people. An order built on 
blood, threat, and robbery-- 
wrapped in mindless patriotic lies. 

This is all done in the name 
of the "American people'’and their 
safety. But this planned war is 
NOT in the interests of the people 
of the world. And it is not in the 
interests of the majority of people 
in the United States. 

This deep truth enables us 
to reach and mobilize millions--in- 
cluding the many who will at first 
go along with the government. 

We do not want this war, 
and we must stop it.O 

[Revolutionary Worker #1183, 
January 19, 2003, posted at 
rwor.org] 


This Looming War Isn't About 
Chemical Warheads or Human Rights 


ye was sitting on the floor of 


an old concrete house in the 
suburbs of Amman this week, 
stuffing into my mouth vast heaps 
of lamb and boiled rice soaked in 
melted butter. The elderly, bearded, 
robed men from Maan — the most 
Islamist and disobedient city in 
Jordan — sat around me, plunging 
their hands into the meat and 
soaked rice, urging me to eat more 
and more of the great pile until ] 
felt constrained to point out that 
we Brits had eaten so much of the 
Middle East these past 100 years 
that we were no longer hungry. 
There was a muttering of prayers 
until an old man replied. "The 
Americans eat us now," he said. 
Through the open door, where 
rain splashed on the paving stones, 
a sharp east wind howled in from 
the east, from the Jordanian and 
Iraqi deserts. Every man in the 
room believed President Bush 
wanted Iraqi oil. Indeed, every 
Arab I've met in the past six 
months believes that this — and this 
alone — explains his enthusiasm for 
invading Iraq. Many Israelis think 
the same. So do I. Once an 
American regime is installed in 
Baghdad, our oil companies will 
have access to 112 billion barrels 
of oil. With unproven reserves, we 
might actually end up controlling 
almost a quarter of the world's total 
reserves. And this forthcoming war 


It's About Oil 


isn't about o11? 

The US Department of Energy 
announced at the beginning of this 
month that by 2025, US oil imports 
will account for perhaps 70 per 
cent of total US domestic demand. 
(It was 55 per cent two years ago.) 
As Michael Renner of the 
Worldwatch Institute put it bleakly 
this week, "US oil deposits are 
increasingly depleted, and many 
other non-Opec fields are 
beginning to run dry. The bulk of 
future supplies will have to come 
from the Gulf region." No wonder 
the whole Bush energy policy is 
based on the _ increasing 
consumption of oil. Some 70 per 
cent of the world's proven oil 
reserves are in the Middle East. 
And this forthcoming war isn't 
about oil? 

Take a look at the statistics on 
the ratio of reserve to oil 
production — the number of years 
that reserves of oil will last at 
current production rates — 
compiled by Jeremy Rifkin in 
Hydrogen Economy. In the US, 
where more than 60 per cent of 
the recoverable oil has already been 
produced, the ratio is just 10 years, 
as it is in Norway. In Canada, it is 
8:1. In Iran, it is 53:1, in Saudi 
Arabia 55:1, in the United Arab 
Emirates 75:1. In Kuwait, it's 
116:1. But in Iraq, it's $26:1. And 
this forthcoming war isn't about 
oil? 
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Even if Donald Rumsfel: 
hearty handshake with Saddz 
Hussein in 1983 — just after t 
Great Father Figure had start 
using gas against his opponent: 
didn't show how little the pres« 
master of the Pentagon cares abc 
human rights or crimes agai 
humanity, along comes Joc 
Hilterman's analysis of what w 
really going on in the Pentag 
back in the late 1980s. 

Hilterman, who is preparin: 
devastating book on the US a 
Irag, has dug through piles 
declassified US governm« 
documents — only to discover t 
after Saddam gassed 6,8 
Kurdish Iragis at Halabja (th 
well over twice the total of 
World Trade Centre dead of 
September 2001) the Pentagon 
out to defend Saddam by parti 
blaming Iran for the atrocity. 

A newly declassified S 
Department document proves 
the idea was dreamed up by 
Pentagon — who had all al 
backed Saddam — and states 
US diplomats received instruct 
to push the line of Ir 
culpability, but not to dis 
details. No details, of cou 
because the story was a lie. 
remember, followed five years 
US National Security Deci 
Directive 114 —concluded in 1 
the same year as Rumsf 
friendly visit to Baghdad — 


rmal sanction to billions of 
llars in loan guarantees and other 
edits to Baghdad. And this 


hcoming war is about human 
ts? 
Back in 1997, in the years of 
Clinton administration, 
msfeld, Dick Cheney and a 
ch of other right-wing men — 
st involved in the oil business — 
ated the Project for the New 
erican Century, a lobby group 
anding "regime change" in 
. In a 1998 letter to President 
ton, they called for the removal 
addam from power. In a letter 
ewt Gingrich, who was then 
aker of the House, they wrote 
t "we should establish and 
intain a strong US military 
sence in the region, and be 
pared to use that force to 
ect our vital interests [sic] in 
ulf—and, if necessary, to help 
ove Saddam from power". 
e signatories of one or both 
rs included Rumsfeld, Paul 
fowitz, now Rumsfeld's 
gon deputy, John Bolton, now 
r-secretary of state for arms 
rol, and Richard Armitage, 


Colin Powell's under-secretary at 
the State Department — who called 
last year for America to take up its 
"blood debt" with the Lebanese 
Hizbollah. They also included 
Richard Perle, a former assistant 
secretary of defence, currently 
chairman of the defence science 
board, and Zalmay Khalilzad, the 
former Unocal Corporation oil 
industry consultant who became 
US special envoy to Afghanistan — 
where Unocal tried to cut a deal 
with the Taliban for a gas pipeline 
across Afghan territory — and who 
now, miracle of miracles, has been 
appointed a special Bush official for 
— you guessed it — Iraq. 

The signatories also included 
our old friend Elliott Abrams, one 
of the most pro-Sharon of pro- 
Israeli US officials, who was 
convicted for his part in the Iran- 
Contra scandal. Abrams it was 
who compared Israeli prime 
minister Ariel Sharon — held 
"personally responsible" by an 
Israeli commission for the 
slaughter of 1,700 Palestinian 
civilians in the 1982 Sabra and 
Chatila massacre — to (wait for it) 
Winston Churchill. So this 
forthcoming war — the whole 
shooting match, along with that 
concern for "vital interests" (ie oil) 
in the Gulf — was concocted five 
years ago, by men like Cheney and 
Khalilzad who were oil men to their 
manicured fingertips. 

In fact, I'm getting heartily sick 
of hearing the Second World War 
being dug up yet again to justify 
another killing field. It's not long 
ago that Bush was happy to be 
portrayed as Churchill standing up 
to the appeasement of the no-war- 
in Iraq brigade. In fact, Bush's 
whole strategy with the odious and 
Stalinist-style Korea regime — the 
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"excellent" talks which US 
diplomats insist they are having 
with the Dear Leader's Korea 
which very definitely does have 
weapons of mass destruction — 
reeks of the worst kind of 
Chamberlain-like appeasement. 
Even though Saddam and Bush 
deserve each other, Saddam is not 
Hitler. And Bush is certainly no 
Churchill. But now we are told that 
the UN inspectors have found what 
might be the vital evidence to go 
to war: 11 empty chemical 
warheads that just may be 20 years 
old. | 

The world went to war 88 
years ago because an archduke 
was assassinated in Sarajevo. The 
world went to war 63 years ago 
because a Nazi dictator invaded 
Poland. But for 11 empty 
warheads? Give me oil any day. 
Even the old men sitting around 
the feast of mutton and rice would 
agree with that.O 

[The Independent; January 
18, 2003] 


[Robert Fisk is an 
internationally recognized 
Journalist for the Independent of 
London. His in depth reports on 
the Middle East have provided a 
much needed contrast to official 
doctrine and have empowered 
activists all over the world. He has 
been writing for decades the 
Middle East taking a pro-people 
view against the imperialist 
exploitation of the whole region. 
He interviewed Osama Bin Laden 
several times and brought to light 
that facts the latter's views against 
the American domination of the 
region and his firm conviction 
against US establishing puppet 
governments in the region. ] 


An Unacecceptable Helplessness 


One opens The New York 
Times on a daily basis to read the 
most recent article about the 
preparations for war that are 
taking place in the United States. 
Another battalion, one more set 
of aircraft carriers and cruisers, 
an ever-increasing number of 
aircraft, new contingents of 
officers are being moved to the 
Persian Gulf area. 62,000 more 
soldiers were transferred to the 
Gulf last weekend. An enormous, 
deliberately intimidating force is 
being built up by America 
overseas, while inside the country, 
economic and social bad news 
multiply with a joint relentlessness. 
The huge capitalist machine 
seems to be faltering, even as it 
grinds down the vast majority of 
citizens. Nonetheless, George 
Bush proposes another large tax 
cut for the one per cent of the 
population that is comparatively 
rich. The public education system 
is in a major crisis, and health 
insurance for 50 million 
Americans simply does not exist. 
Israel asks for 15 billion dollars in 
additional loan guarantees and 
military aid. And_ the 
unemployment rates in the US 
mount inexorably, as more jobs 
are lost every day. 

Nevertheless, preparations for 
an unimaginably costly war 
continue and continue without 
either public approval or 
dramatically noticeable 


disapproval. A generalised 
indifference (which may conceal 
great over-all fear, ignorance and 
apprehension) has greeted the 
administration's war- mongering 
and its strangely ineffective 
response to the challenge forced 
on it recently by North Korea. In 
the case of Irag, with no weapons 
of mass destruction to speak of, 
the US plans a war; in the case 
of North Korea, it offers that 
country economic and energy 
aid. What a humiliating difference 
between contempt for the Arabs 
and respect for North Korea, an 
equally grim and cruel 
dictatorship. 

In the Arab and Muslim 
worlds, the situation appears 
more peculiar. For almost a year 
American politicians, regional 
experts, administration officials, 


Edward Sai 


journalists have repeated tl 
charges that have becon 
standard fare so far as Islam a1 
the Arabs are concerned. Mc 
of this chorus pre- dates 
September, as I have shown 

my books Orientalism at 
Covering Islam. To today 
practically unanimous chorus h 
been added the authority of t 
United Nation's Hum. 
Development Report on the Ar 
world which certified that Ara 
dramatically lag behind the r 
of the world in democrat 
knowledge, and women's rig 
Everyone says (with so 
justification, of course) that Is! 
needs reform and that the A 
educational system is a disas 
in effect, a school for religid 
fanatics and suicide bomb 
funded not just by crazy ime 


d their wealthy followers (like 
sama Bin Laden) but also by 
vernments who are supposed 
ies of the United States. The 
ly "good" Arabs are those who 
pear in the media decrying 
ddern Arab culture and society 
thout reservation. I recall the 
eless cadences of their 
ntences for, with nothing 
sitive to say about themselves 
their people and language, they 
nply regurgitate the tired 
nerican formulas already 
oding the airwaves and pages 
print. We lack democracy, they 
/, we haven't challenged Islam 
ough, we need to do more 
out driving away the specter of 
ab nationalism and the credo 
Arab unity. That is all 
credited, ideological rubbish. 
ly what we, and our American 
uctors, say about the Arabs 
Islam -- vague re- cycled 
entalist clichés of the kind 
ated by a tireless mediocrity 
Bernard Lewis -- is true. The 
isn't realistic or pragmatic 
ugh. "We" need to join 
ernity, modernity in effect 
g Western, globalised, free- 
keted, democratic. -- 
tever those words might be 
n to mean. (If I had the time, 
e would be an essay to be 
en about the prose style of 
le like Ajami, Gerges, 
iya, Talhami, Fandy et. al., 
emics whose very language 
Ss of — subservience, 
enticity and a hopelessly 
d mimicry that has been 
upon them). 

he clash of civilisations that 
ge Bush and his minions are 


trying to fabricate as a cover for 
a preemptive oil and hegemony 
war against Iraq is supposed to 
result in a triumph of democratic 
nation-building, regime change 
and forcible modernisation a 
l'américaine. Never mind the 
bombs and the ravages of the 
sanctions which are unmentioned, 
This will be a purifying war whose 
goal is to throw out Saddam and 
his men and replace them with a 
re-drawn map of the whole 
region. New Sykes Picot. New 
Balfour. New Wilsonian 14 
points. New world altogether. 
Iraqis, we are told by the Iraqi 
dissidents, will welcome their 
liberation, and perhaps forget 
entirely about their past 
sufferings. Perhaps. 
Meanwhile, the soul-and-body 
destroying situation in Palestine 
worsens all the time. There 
seems no force capable of 
stopping Sharon and Mofaz, who 
bellow their defiance to the whole 
world. We forbid, we punish, we 
ban, we break, we destroy. The 
torrent of unbroken violence 
against an entire people 
continues. As I write these lines, 
I am sent an announcement that 
the entire village of Al-Daba' in 
the Qalqilya area of the West 
Bank is about to be wiped out by 
60- ton American-made Israeli 
bulldozers: 250 Palestinians will 
lose their 42 houses, 700 dunums 
of agricultural land, a mosque, and 
an elementary school for 132 
children. The United Nations 
stands by, looking on as its 
resolutions are flouted on an 
hourly basis. Typically, alas, 
George Bush identifies with 
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Sharon, not with the 16-year-old 
Palestinian kid who is used as a 
human shield by Israeli soldiers. 

Meanwhile, the Palestinian 
Authority offers a return to 
peacemaking, and presumably, to 
Oslo. Having been burned for 10 
years the first time, Arafat seems 
inexplicably to want to have 
another go at it. His faithful 
lieutenants make declarations and 
write opinion pieces for the press, 
suggesting their willingness to 
accept anything, more or less. 
Remarkably though, the great 
mass of this heroic people seems 
willing to go on, without peace 
and without respite, bleeding, 
going hungry, dying day by day. 
They have too much dignity and 
confidence in the justice of their 
cause to submit shamefully to 
Israel, as their leaders have done. 
What could be more discouraging 
for the average Gazan who goes 
on resisting Israeli occupation 
than to see his or her leaders 
kneel as supplicants before the 
Americans? 

In this entire panorama of 
desolation, what catches the eye 
is the utter passivity and 
helplessness of the Arab world as 
a whole. The American 
government and its servants issue 
statement after statement of 
purpose, they move troops and 
material, they transport tanks and 
destroyers, but the Arabs 
individually and collectively can 
barely muster a bland refusal (at 
most they say, no, you cannot use 
military bases in our territory) 
only to reverse themselves a few 
days later. 

Why is there such silence and 


such astounding helplessness? 

The largest power in history 
is about to launch and is 
unremittingly reiterating its 
intention to launch a war against 
a sovereign Arab country now 
ruled by a dreadful regime, a war 
the clear purpose of which is not 
only to destroy the Baathi regime 
but to re-design the entire region. 
The Pentagon has made no secret 
that its plans are to re-draw the 
map of the whole Arab world, 
perhaps changing other regimes 
and many borders in the process. 
No one can be shielded from the 
cataclysm when it comes (if it 
comes, which is not yet a 
complete certainty). And yet, 
there is only long silence followed 
by a few vague bleats of polite 
demurral in response. After all, 
millions of people will be affected. 
America contemptuously plans 
for their future without consulting 
them. Do we reserve such racist 
derision? 

This is not only unacceptable: 


it is impossible to believe. How 
cana region of almost 300-million 
Arabs wait passively for the 
blows to fall without attempting a 
collective roar of resistance and 
a loud proclamation of an 
alternative view? Has the Arab 
will completely dissolved? Even 
a prisoner about to be executed 
usually has some last words to 
pronounce. Why is there now no 
last testimonial to an era of 
history, to a civilisation about to 
be crushed and transformed 
utterly, to a society that despite 
its drawbacks and weaknesses 
nevertheless goes on functioning. 
Arab babies are born every hour, 
children go to school, men and 
women marry and work and have 
children, they play, and laugh and 
eat, they are sad, they suffer 
illness and death. There is love 
and companionship, friendship and 
excitement. Yes, Arabs are 
repressed and misruled, terribly 
misruled, but they manage to go 
on with the business of living 
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despite everything. This is 
fact that both the Arab lea 
and the United States sin 
ignore when they fling en 
gestures at the so-called "/ 
street" invented by medic 
Orientalists. 

But who is now asking 
existential questions about 
future as a people? The | 
cannot be left to a cacophon 
religious fanatics and submis 
fatalistic sheep. But that se 
to be the case. The A 
governments -- no, most of 
Arab countries from top to bo 
-- sit back in their seats and 
wait as America postures, | 
up, threatens and ships out t 
soldiers and F-16's to delive 
punch. The silence is deafer 

Years of sacrifice 
struggle, of bones broke 
hundreds of prisons and to 
chambers from the Atlantic t 
Gulf, families destroyed, en: 
poverty and suffering. 
expensive armies. For wha 

This is not a matter of 
or ideology or faction: it's a 
of what the great theologia 
Tillich used to call ulti 
seriousness. Techno 
modernisation and cert 
globalisation are not the a 
for what threatens us as a 
now. We have in our traditi 
entire body of secula 
religious discourse that tr 
beginnings and endings, of li 
death, of love and anger, of 
and history. This is there, 
voice, no individual with 
vision and moral authority 
able now to tap into that, an 
it to attention. We are on t 


»f a catastrophe that our political, 
noral and religious leaders can 
ynly just denounce a little bit while, 
sehind whispers and winks and 
slosed doors, they make plans 
somehow to ride out the storm. 
They think of survival, and 
perhaps of heaven. But who is in 
charge of the present, the worldly, 
the land, the water, the air and 
the lives dependent on each other 
for existence? No one seems to 
be in charge. There is a 
wonderful colloquial expression in 
English that very precisely and 
ironically catches our 


Saddam's released 
12,000 kg of documents 


unacceptable helplessness, our 
passivity and inability to help 
ourselves now when our strength 
is most needed. The expression 
is: will the last person to leave 
please turn out the lights? We are 
that close to a kind of upheaval 
that will leave very little standing 
and perilously little left even to 
record, except for the last 
injunction that begs for extinction. 

Hasn't the time come for us 
collectively to demand and try to 
formulate a genuinely Arab 
alternative to the wreckage about 
to engulf our world? This is not 


‘Course it is an]]f 
act of war! 


only a trivial matter of regime 
change, although God knows that 
we can do with quite a bit of that. 
Surely it can't be a return to Oslo, 
another offer to Israel to please 
accept our existence and let us 
live in peace, another cringing 
crawling inaudible plea for mercy. 
Will no one come out into the light 
of day to express a vision for our 
future that isn't based on a script 
written by Donald Rumsfeld and 
Paul Wolfowitz, those two 
symbols of vacant power and 
overweening arrogance? I hope 
someone is listening.O 

[Al Ahram; January 17, 2003] 


He's trying to bury 
| me under all this 


The double standards, dubious 
morality and duplicity of this 


fight against terror 


uf think I'm getting the picture. 
North Korea breaks all its nuclear 
agreements with the United 
States, throws out UN inspectors 
and sets off to make a bomb a 
year, and President Bush says it's 
"a diplomatic issue". Iraq hands 
over a 12,000-page account of its 
weapons production and allows 
UN inspectors to roam all over 
the country, and — after they've 
found not a jam-jar of dangerous 
chemicals in 230 raids — 
President Bush announces that 
Iraq is a threat to America, has 
not disarmed and may have to be 
invaded. So that's it, then. 

How, readers keep asking me 
in the most eloquent of letters, 
does he get away with it? Indeed, 
how does Tony Blair get away 
with it? Not long ago in the House 
of Commons, our dear Prime 
Minister was announcing in his 
usual schoolmasterly tones — the 
ones used on particularly 
inattentive or dim boys in class — 
that Saddam's factories of mass 
destruction were "up [pause] and 
running [pause] now." But the 
Dear Leader in Pyongyang does 
have factories that are "up 
[pause] and running [pause] 
now". And Tony Blair is silent. 

Why do we tolerate this? Why 
do Americans? Over the past few 
days, there has been just the 
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smallest of hints that the 
American media — the biggest and 
most culpable backer of the White 
House's campaign of mendacity 
—has been, ever so timidly, asking 
a few questions. Months after 
The Independent first began to 
draw its readers' attention to 
Donald Rumsfeld's chummy 
personal visits to Saddam in 
Baghdad at the height of Iraq's 
use of poison gas against Iran in 
1983, The Washington Post has 
at last decided to tell its own 
readers a bit of what was going 
on. The reporter Michael Dobbs 
includes the usual weasel clauses 
("opinions differ among Middle 
East experts... whether 
Washington could have done 
more to stop the flow to Baghdad 
of technology for building 
weapons of mass destruction"), 
but the thrust is there: we created 
the monster and Mr Rumsfeld 
played his part in doing so. 

But no American — or British 
— newspaper has dared to 
investigate another, almost 
equally dangerous, relationship 
that the present US administration 
is forging behind our backs: with 
the military-supported regime in 
Algeria. For 10 years now, one 
of the world's dirtiest wars has 
been fought out in this country, 
supposedly between "Islamists" 
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and "security forces", in whi 
almost 200,000 people — most 
civilians — have been killed. B 
over the past five years there hi 
been growing evidence th 
elements of those same securi 
forces were involved in some « 
the bloodiest massacres, includir 
the throat-cutting of babies. TI 
Independent has published th 
most detailed reports of Algeriz 
police torture and of tk 
extrajudicial executions of wome 
as well as men. Yet the US, « 
part of its obscene "war o 
terror", has cosied up to th 
Algerian regime. It is helping 1 
re-arm Algeria's army an 
promised more assistancs 
William Burns, the US Assista 
Secretary of State for the Midd 
East, announced that Washingtc 
"has much to learn from Alger 
on ways to fight terrorism". 
And of course, he's right. TI 
Algerian security forces ca 
instruct the Americans on how 1 
make a male or female prisons 
believe that they are going 1 
suffocate. The method — U 
personnel can find the experts i 
this particular torture techniqu 
working in the basement of th 
Chateau Neuf police station i 
central Algiers — is to cover th 
trussed-up victim's mouth with 
rag and then soak it with cleanin 
fluid. The prisoner slow] 
suffocates. There's also, « 
course, the usual nail-pulling ar 
the usual wires attached 1 
penises and vaginas and — |’ 
always remember the eye 
witness description — the rape « 
an old woman ina police statio 
from which she emerged, cover 


in blood, urging other prisoners to 
resist. 

Some of the witnesses to 
these abominations were Algerian 
police officers who had sought 
sanctuary in London. But rest 
assured, Mr Burns is right, 
America has much to learn from 
the Algerians. Already, for 
example — don't ask why this 
never reached the newspapers — 
the Algerian army chief of staff 
has been warmly welcomed at 
Nato's southern command 
headquarters at Naples. 

And the Americans are 
learning. A national security 
official attached to the CIA 
divulged last month that when it 
came to prisoners, "our guys may 
kick them around a little in the 
adrenaline of the immediate 
aftermath (sic)." Another US 
"national security" official 
announced that "pain control in 
wounded patients is a very 
subjective thing”. But let's be fair. 
The Americans may have learnt 
this wickedness from the 
Algerians. They could just as well 
have learned it from the Taliban. 

Meanwhile, inside the US, the 
profiling of Muslims goes on 
apace. On 17 November, 
thousands of Iranians, Iraqis, 
Syrians, Libyans, Afghans, 
Bahrainis, Eritreans, Lebanese, 
Moroccans, Omanis, Qataris, 
Somalis, Tunisians, Yemenis and 
Emiratis turned up at federal 
offices to be finger-printed. The 
New York Times — the most 
chicken of all the American 
papers in covering the post-9/11 
story — revealed (only in 
aragraph five of its report, of 


course) that "over the past week, 
agency officials... have 
handcuffed and detained 
hundreds of men who showed up 
to be finger-printed. In some 
cases the men had expired 
student or work visas; in other 
cases, the men could not provide 
adequate documentation of their 
immigration status." 

In Los Angeles, the cops ran 
out of plastic handcuffs as they 
herded men off to the lockup. Of 
the 1,000 men arrested without 
trial or charges after 11 
September, many were native- 
born Americans. 

Indeed, many Americans 
don't even know what the chilling 
acronym of the "US Patriot Act" 
even stands for. "Patriot" is not a 
reference to patriotism. The name 
stands for the "United and 
Strengthening America by 
Providing Appropriate Tools 
Required to Intercept and 
Obstruct Terrorism Act". 
America's $200m (£125m) "Total 
Awareness Programme” will 
permit the US government to 
monitor citizens’ e-mail and 
internet activity and collect data 
on the movement of all 
Americans. And although we 
have not been told about this by 
our journalists, the US 
administration is now pestering 
European governments for the 
contents of their own citizens' 
data files. The most recent — and 
most preposterous — of these 
claims came in a US demand for 
access to the computer records 
of the French national airline, Air 
France, so that it could "profile" 
thousands of its passengers. All 
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this is beyond the wildest dreams 
of Saddam and the Dear Leader 
Kim. 

The new rules even worm their 
way into academia. Take the 
friendly little university of Purdue 
in Indiana, where | lectured a few 
weeks ago. With federal funds, 
it's now setting up an "Institute 
for Homeland Security", whose 
18 "experts" will include 
executives from Boeing and 
Hewlett-Packard and US 
Defence and State Department 
officials, to organise "research 
programmes" around "critical 
mission areas". What, I wonder, 
are these areas to be? Surely 
nothing to do with injustice in the 
Middle East, the Arab-Israeli 
conflict or the presence of 
thousands of US troops on Arab 
lands. After all, it was Richard 
Perle, the most sinister of George 
Bush's pro-Israeli advisers, who 
stated last year that "terrorism 
must be decontextualised". 

Meanwhile, we are — on that 
very basis — ploughing on to war 
in Iraq, which has oil, but avoiding 
war in Korea, which does not have 
oil. And our leaders are getting 
away with it. In doing so, we are 
threatening the innocent, torturing 
our prisoners and "learning" from 
men who should be in the dock 
for war crimes. This, then, is our 
true memorial to the men and 
women so cruelly murdered in the 
crimes against humanity of 11 
September 2001.O 


[04 January 2003 
From Independent, UK] 


2003:A Year of Imperial Wars, Economic 
Crises and Popular Uprisings 


The political and social 
struggles over the past decade 
have once again proven that the 
"prophets" of long cycles based 
on economic projections cannot 
understand the most profound 
events of contemporary history. 
It is not the "the forces of 
production" but the "social 
relations of production" broadly 
understood as state power, 
productive systems and class 
relations, which are the driving 
forces of history. 

Essentially the name of the 
system is not an amorphous 
"world capitalism" or "empire" but 
an imperialist system. This 
system is not controlled by a 
sociologically vacuous "center" 
and "periphery" but concretely by 
a U.S. imperial state which has 
recolonized the Third World and 
subordinated imperial rivals in 
Europe and Asia. The imperial 
State is not merely a product of 
"market forces" but a result of 
military and political power 
dictated by the dominant classes 
in the leading imperial economies. 
The behavior of the dominant 
classes is less a derivative of 
"long cycles" and more a result 
of their strategic policies and 
political alliances. To understand 


the momentous events of the past, - 


present and future we need to 
have a theory that is derived from 


clearly identified political forces 
acting in concrete circumstances 
and not long term projections 
based on abstract formulations 
divorced from the principle 
political and social struggles. 
There are four world-historic 
struggles in the imperialist system. 
The first is the struggle of US 
imperialism to conquer the world, 
through wars ( Iraq, Afgha- 


nistan), military presence 
( Colombia ), economic blockades 
( Venezuela ), threats with 
weapons of mass destruction 
( North Korea ) and diplomatic 
blackmail (Europe and Japan). 
The second major struggle is 
found in national and social 
liberation movements, their 
resistance to imperialism and their 


36 


James Petras 


ability to conquer political space 
in the streets, countryside, jungles 
and parliaments throughout the 
world. The third great struggle is 
between the dominant classes in 
the U.S., Europe and Japan 
seeking to expand investments, 
trade and conquer markets 
throughout the world and the 
salaried, wage and unemployed 
workers suffering the 


(courtesy: Al Ahram) 


consequences of rapidly 
deteriorating domestic 
economies. The fourth grea 
conflict is between the imperialis 
regimes of war and conquest anc 
the anti-imperialist, anti-wai 
movements in Europe, the Middk 
East, Latin America, Asia, Nortt 
Africa and North America. Th 
outcomes of their struggle wil 


have profound impact on the 
future of humanity for the next 
decade. 

In the short run, the U.S. 
imperialist state is prepared to 
engage in a series of wars of 
conquest, beginning in 
Afghanistan, Iraq and North 
Korea and continuing with 
Venezuela, lran and other oil-rich 
countries. The outcome is likely 
to strengthen the geo-political, 
geo-petroleum and military 
position of the U.S. in the world 
economy. 

At the same time however the 
domestic economy is entering a 
deep recession which will 
weaken the financial and fiscal 
domestic foundations of the 
empire and have profound 
negative impact on the economies 
of the pro-imperialist regimes 
throughout the world which 
depend on U.S. markets and 
investments. 

The combined impact of 
imperialist wars of conquest and 
a world wide recession 
strengthens the position of the 
advanced liberation movements in 
the Third World: the collapse of 
neo-liberalism, the breakdown of 
‘free-trade’ , and the weakening 
of the pro-U.S. client as well as 
the center-left regimes favors the 
extra-parliamentary left 
movements. Major uprisings are 
likely in the Arab world, powerful 
movements in Latin America 
could overthrow regimes in 
Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador and 
elsewhere. Political pressure will 
increase for social 
transformations in Venezuela, 
Brazil, Uruguay and Peru. The 


combined effects of imperial 
wars, economic crises and 
powerful liberation movements 
will be a powerful stimulant to the 
growth of mass movements in 
Europe and to a lesser extent in 
Japan and North America. 
Particularly in France, Italy and 
Spain significant struggle will 
emerge challenging the complicity 
of the regimes with the U.S. wars 
of conquest. The growing 
unemployment resulting from the 
recession and the cuts in wages 
and social welfare can radicalize 
the European movements. 

The political effects of the 
imperial wars, world recession 
and growth of liberation 
movements throughout the world 
is likely to intrude on the internal 
politics of the U.S. However 
terror propaganda in all the mass 
media, large scale police state 
surveillance, a corrupt and 
impotent trade union leadership, 
and a two party system tied to the 
imperialist state will limit the 
direct political influence of the 
growing anti-war,  anti- 
"globalization" movements in the 
U.S. 

The European states, despite 
their trade conflicts with the U.S. 
and their symbolic and 
inconsequential "reservations" 
about U.S. wars of conquest, 
offer no resolute opposition. The 
United Nations' "debate" on the 
U.S. war is illustrative: the U.S. 
was able to secure a resolution 
providing it with a pretext for 
war; the U.S. arbitrary seizure of 
the documentation submitted to 
the U.N. Security Council, and the 
purging of eight thousand of the 
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eleven thousand pages met little 
opposition. Without presenting 
any evidence, that Iraq was in 
‘material breach' of the U.N. 
resolution the U.S. scheduled an 
invasion of Iraq in February 2003. 
Europe complained and then 
submitted to the U.S. diktat. 

In the Far East, Washington 
broke its agreement to supply 
energy to North Korea, accused 
the country of being a terrorist 
threat and prepares a war of 
aggression. South Korea and 
Japan complain of US. 
aggression, but submit. The 
opposition comes from millions of 
South Koreans who fear the U.S. 
more than the North Koreans. 

Two thousand and three will 
be a decisive year in shaping the 
rest of the decade: 

in the short run U.S. 
imperialism will conquer Iraq 
though the use of arms of mass 
destruction based in part on 
information from the United 
Nations weapons inspectors. The 
fact that most Iraqi weapons were 
destroyed by previous UN 
inspector teams will facilitate an 
easy military conquest. The 
support of U.S. client states in the 
Middle East ( Kuwait, Turkey, 
Oman ) and its ally Israel will 
ensure the imperial success. The 
imperial military offensive is 
based on Washington's 
monopolization of weapons of 
mass destruction and the efforts 
to prevent other countries from 
developing them. The campaign 
to disarm and destroy Iraq's 
military capability is based on an 
imperial strategy of weakening 
future target countries and 


preventing them from securing 
weapons of deterrence. 
Rumsfeld's threats to wage war 
against North Korea seeks to 
prevent them from developing the 
military means to resist a U.S. 
invasion. The ideology of "anti- 
terror" and the "war against 
weapons of mass destruction" are 


propaganda tools to allow U.S. | 


imperial conquest to take place 
with impunity, with few U.S. 
casualties, with a minimum of 
domestic political costs and a 
maximum of physical loss for the 
target country. 

The short term military 
success of the imperial state 
however will not prevent the 
deepening recession — it will 
exacerbate it. Rising oil prices, a 
declining dollar and ballooning 
deficits will severely test the U.S. 
economy. The costs of imperial 
conquests will be passed on to the 
workers in the U.S. and more 
importantly to the Third World, 
especially Latin America. This 
will take the form of greater 
transfers of wealth and increased 
militarization. The client-regimes 
in Latin America will be forced 
to accept the rules of empire 
through ALCA. Washington will 
demand the privatization of the 
state oil resources in Ecuador, 
Venezuela and Mexico, prompt, 
full payments of debts and the 
further lowering of trade barriers 
The imposition of the added costs 
of empire building in Latin 
America occurs at a moment 
when major socio-political 
confrontations are occurring in 
Colombia, Venezuela, Argentina 
and Bolivia and the existing neo- 


liberal model is collapsing or on 
the brink of collapse in Brazil, 
Paraguay and Peru. 

Washington will find it 
extremely difficult to squeeze 
more economic resources from 
Latin America's impoverished but 
combative people. In the middle 
range, the clash between the 
military cost of empire and the 
declining domestic economy, the 
rising liberation movements and 
the collapsing neo-liberal Latin 
American economies will most 
likely put enormous pressure on 
the "center-left" regimes 
attempting to navigate a "middle 
course" -combining international 
agreements with the empire and 
domestic social reforms. The 
chain of Washington's world 
empire has its weakest link in 
Latin America. 

The unequal development of 
the socio-political movements in 
Latin America, their 
fragmentation and lack of national 
leadership is a most serious 
strategic weakness in the face of 
the centralized military and 
economic power of the U.S. 
imperial state. While the World 
Social Forum is useful as a 
meeting ground for diverse 
debates and meetings, it does not 
provide the programatic and 
Strategic cohesion needed to 
defeat the advance of empire and 
the decay of the client regimes. 
What can be expected is that 
profound changes will take place 
at the level of the nation-states, 
which in turn can serve as a 
political pole or " axis of virtue" 
to provide political support to the 
burgeoning liberation movements 
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in other countries. 

No one can predict the ful 
consequences of the U.S 
imperial wars in 2003 becaus 
much will depend on thi 
subjective response of th 
peoples of the world. Mucl 
depends on the answer to man) 
political questions: Will the wa 
precipitate an uprising in Saud 
Arabia leading to more U.S 
intervention and an escalation o 
conflict? Will Israel expel million: 
of Palestinians during the U.S 
invasion of Iraq precipitating < 
new round of Arab-Israel 
conflicts? Will the IMI 
agreements with Brazi 
precipitate a major default, < 
crises in the regime and a furthe: 
radicalization? Can the Europear 
regimes continue complicity wit! 
the U.S. in the face of a deepening 
economic crises, rising mas: 
movements and the possible 
cutting off of oil supplies? The 
answers to these question: 
cannot be deduced from abstrac 
economic formulas about th« 
"Crises of World Capitalism". The 
answers will be induced from the 
level of class and nationa 
consciousness expressed throug! 
direct political intervention.O 


[Rebelion, December 28 
2002] 


traq Wars 


Th ; : 
Fc a marketing point of 


view,’ said Andrew H. Card, Jr., 
the White House chief of staff 
on the rollout this week of the 
campaign for a war with Iraq, 'you 
don't introduce new products in 
August.'" -- New York Times, 
September 7, 2002 

"After all, this is the guy 
{Saddam Hussein] who tried to 
kill my dad." -- President George 
W. Bush, at Houston, September 
26, 2002 

In the hours immediately 
following the September 11, 2001 
attacks on the World Trade 
Centre and the Pentagon, 
Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld asked for plans to be 
drawn up for an American assault 
on Iraq. The following day, in a 
cabinet meeting at the White 
House, Rumsfeld again insisted 
that Iraq should be "a principal 
target of the first round in the war 
against terrorism."(1) The 
president allegedly replied that 
“public opinion has to be prepared 
before a move against Iraq is 
possible," and instead chose 
Afghanistan as a much softer 
target. 

These statements and their 
timing, are noteworthy because 
the United States had not even 
determined that the suicide 


Chalmers Johnson 


bombers came from Osama bin 
Laden's al-Qaeda network and it 
has never published any evidence 
that al-Qaeda had any connection 
with Iraq. In fact, the 2001 edition 
of the U.S. Department of State's 
annual report on Patterns of 
Global Terrorism does not list any 
acts of global terrorism linked to 
the government of Iraq. It was 
not until September 22, 2001 that 
Secretary of State Colin Powell 
promised to release to the press 
proof that al-Qaeda and Osama 
bin Laden were guilty of planning 
and executing the attacks on New 
York and Washington, and that 
National Security Adviser 
Condoleezza Rice told CNN, 
"Clearly, we do have evidence, 
historical and otherwise, about the 
relationship of the al-Qaeda 
network to what happened on 
September 11." But such evidence 
has never been forthcoming. Until 
passenger manifests revealed that 


the airliner hijackers were most 
from Saudi Arabia, | mysé 
thought that the attacks could | 
blowback from American polici 
in any number of place 
Rumsfeld's early targeting of Irs 
therefore suggests that the Bu: 
administration has had a hidd« 
agenda. 

Ever since the first Americz 
war against Iraq, the "Gulf Wa 
of 1991, the people in the Whi 
House and the Pentagon wih 
planned and executed it hav 
wanted to go back and finish wh 
they started. They said so | 
reports written for then Secreta 
of Defense Cheney in the la 
years of the George H.W. Bus 
administration; and during tl 
period when they were out « 
power, from 1992 to 2000, the 
drafted plans describing wh 
they would do if the Republica 
should retake the White Hous 
In the spring of 1997, a numb 
of them organized themselves ; 
the "Project for the Ne 
American Century" (PNAC) ar 
began to lobby for a regim 
change in Iraq. 

In a letter to President Clint 
dated January 26, 1998, th 
called for "the removal of Sadd 
Hussein's regime from powe 
and in a letter dated May 29, 199 


(This essay by Chalmers Johnson, author of Blowback, 
adapted from his upcoming book about American militaris 
The Sorrows of Empire: How the Americans Lost The 
Country (forthcoming in late 2003 from Metropolitan Boo 
It first appeared on www.tomdispatch.com, a web log of t 
Nation Institute, which offers a steady flow of alterna 
sources, news and opinion from Tom Engelhardt, a long ti 
editor in publishing, the author of The End of Victory Cultu 
and a fellow of the Nation Institute." ) . 


40 


Speaker of the House Newt 
ingrich and Senator Trent Lott, 
ey complained that Clinton had 
yt listened to them, reiterating 
eir recommendation that 
addam Hussein be overthrown. 
hey added, "We should establish 
id maintain a strong U.S. 
ilitary presence in the region, 
id be prepared to use that force 
protect our vital interests in the 
ersian| Gulf-and, if necessary, 
y help remove Saddam from 
ower." The letters were signed 


state for arms control and 
international security; Richard 
Perle, now chairman of the 
Defense Science Board; William 
J. Bennett, President Reagan's 
education secretary; Richard 
Armitage, now Colin Powell's 
deputy at the State Department; 
Zalmay Khalilzad, former 


UNOCAL consultant and Bush's 
ambassador to Afghanistan; and 
several other prominent American 
militarists. In addition to the letter- 
signatories, Dick Cheney; I. 


William Kristol, Present Dangers: 
Crisis and Opportunity in 
American Foreign and Defense 
Policy. (2) 

After George W. Bush 
became president, many of these 
men returned to positions of 
power in American foreign policy. 
For nine months, they bided their 
time. They were waiting, in the 
words of PNAC's "Rebuilding 
America's Defenses," for a 
"catastrophic and catalyzing 
event-like a new Pearl Harbor" 


Donald Rumsfeld; William 
istol, editor of the right-wing 
ekly Standard magazine and 
airman of PNAC; Elliott 
rams, the convicted Iran- 
ntra conspirator whom Bush 
pointed director of Middle 
stern policy on the National 
urity Council in 2002; Paul 
lfowitz, now Rumsfeld's 
uty at the Pentagon; John 
Iton, now undersecretary of 


Lewis Libby, now Cheney's chief 
of staff; Stephen Cambone, a 
Pentagon bureaucrat in both 
Bush administrations; and many 
others founded PNAC. They 
have made their ideas readily 
available in a September 2000 
report entitled "Rebuilding 
America's Defenses: Strategy, 
Forces, and Resources for a 
New Century" and in a book 
edited by Robert Kagan and 
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that would mobilize the public and 
allow them to put their theories 
and plans into practice. 
September 11 was, of course, 
precisely what they needed. 
Condoleezza Rice called together 
members of the National Security 
Council and asked them "to think 
about ‘how do you capitalize on 
these opportunities' to 
fundamentally change American 
doctrine, and the shape of the 


world, in the wake of September 
11th." She said, "I really think this 
period is analogous to 1945 to 
1947," when fear and paranoia led 
the United States into its Cold 
War with the USSR. (3) 

Still, the Bush administration 
could not just go to war with Iraq 
without tying it in some way to 
the 9/11 attacks. So it first 
launched an easy war against 
Afghanistan. There was at least 
a visible connection between 
Osama bin Laden and the Taliban 
regime, even though the United 
States contributed more to 
Osama's development as a 
terrorist than Afghanistan ever 
did. Meanwhile, the White House 
launched one of the most 
extraordinary propaganda 
campaigns of modern times to 
convince the American public that 
an attack on Saddam Hussein 
should be a part of America's 
"war on terrorism." This attempt 
to whip up war fever, in turn, 
elicited an outpouring of 
speculation around the world on 
what were the true motives that 
lay behind President Bush's 
obsession with Iraq. 

The first and most obvious ploy 
of the war hawks was to claim, 
in the words of the president, "He 
[Saddam] possesses the most 
deadly arms of our age." The 
problem with this argument is that 
it is probably not true and, even if 
true, suggests a need to disarm 
Iraq, not to wage a war to bring 
down Saddam Hussein. Iraq 
certainly had such weapons of 
mass destruction (WMDs) at one 
time, but between 1991 and 1998 
a combination of the Gulf War. 


UN sanctions, and UN inspectors 
destroyed almost all or all of them 
and Iraq's capabilities to produce 
more of them. In the words of 
Scott Ritter, "I bear personal 
witness through seven years as a 
chief weapons inspector in Iraq 
for the United Nations to both the 
scope of Iraq's weapons of mass 
destruction programs and the 
effectiveness of UN weapons 
inspectors in ultimately eliminating 
them." (4) Never one to give up 
on any idea that might help his 
cause, Rumsfeld replied that "the 
absence of evidence is not 
evidence of absence." In fact, the 
PNAC was never much 
interested in Saddam's WMDs 
except as a convenient excuse. 
"While the unresolved conflict 
with Iraq provides the immediate 
justification, the need for a 
substantial American force 
presence in the Gulf transcends 
the issue of the regime of Saddam 
Hussein," went the relevant 
passage in "Rebuilding America's 
Defenses." (5) 

The way the administration 
harped on the danger that Saddam 
would give nuclear weapons to 
"evil-doers" began to look like a 
story from the first Iraq war about 
how Iraqi soldiers had pulled 
babies from Kuwait's hospital 
incubators and, in President Bush 
pere's words, "scattered them 
across the floor like firewood." 
He made this comment a few 
days before the UN, on 
November 29, 1990, authorized 
the use of "all means necessary" 
to eject Iraq from Kuwait. After 
the war it was revealed that 
Kuwait had hired the big 
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Washington public relations fi 
of Hill & Knowlton to peddle t 
story, and on October 10, 19 
arranged for an_ alleg 
eyewitness to testify bef 
Congress that it had actua 
happened. The witness turned. 
to be the daughter of the Kuw: 
ambassador to Washington, w 
had not been anywhere nea 
hospital in Kuwait City in Aug 
1990. Other "witnesses" w 
claimed to have seen Ir 
atrocities later acknowledged t 
they had all been coached by fF 
and Knowlton. (6) 

On October 7, 2002, Presid 
Bush contributed what was sur 
the weirdest of his "homicid 
dictator-with- WMDs" rationa 
for aywar with Iraq. In a spec 
in Cincinnati, he first noted t 
"Saddam Hussein is a homici 
dictator who is addicted 
weapons of mass destructic 
and then warned that "Irag ha 
growing fleet of manned a 
unmanned aerial vehicles t 
could be used to disperse chemi 
and biological weapons acr 
broad areas. We're conce 
that Iraq is exploring ways 
using these [unmanned ae 
vehicles] for missions target 
the United States." Presuma 
Bush was here referring to 
Czech L-29 jet training airc 
169 of which Iraq bought in 
1960s and 1980s. The L-29 
single-engine, dual-seat airpl 
meant to be a basic flight trai 
for novices, the Soviet bl 
version of America's Cessn 
has a range of about 840 m 
and a top speed of around 
miles per hour. There is s 


ence that even before the Gulf 
Iraq had experimented with 
verting these aircraft into 
anned aerial vehicles-but they 
- have been merely crop- 
ers. (7) In any case, Bush did 
explain how these slow- 
‘ing aircraft might reach 
ne, the nearest point on the 
mainland, some 5,500 miles 
1 [raq, or why they would not 
hot down the moment they 
sed Iraq's borders. 

‘nother major Bush 
inistration theme in calling for 
against Iraq has been that 
dam secretly backed al- 
da in the terrorist attacks of 
ember 11. In August 2002, 
isfeld told Tom Brokaw on 
> News that "there are al- 
Ja in Iraq." On September 26, 
», he claimed that the U.S. 
rrmment had "bullet-proof" 
irmation of links between 
and al-Qaeda members, 
ding "solid evidence" that 
bers of the terrorist network 
tained a presence in Iraq. He 
on to suggest that Iraq had 
ed safe haven to bin Laden 
he Taliban leader Mullah 
med Omar. In his October 
ech, President Bush added 
some al-Qaeda leaders who 
fghanistan went to Iraq." 
the "solid evidence" has 
been released, one must 
e that Rumsfeld and Bush 
eferring to about 150 
ers of a group called Ansar 
m ("Supporters of Islam") 
ook refuge in the Kurdish 
of northern Iraq. The 
m is that America’s would- 
rdish allies, not Saddam, 


control this area. There is no 
evidence of links between 
Saddam and Osama bin Laden, a 
point often made by the CIA, and 
such cooperation would be 
implausible given Osama's 
religious commitments and 
Saddam's ruthlessly secular 
regime, whose only object of 
worship is Saddam himself. 

The only instance of Saddam's 
support for anti-American 
terrorism was his alleged attempt 
to assassinate former President 
George H.W. Bush during his 
victory tour of Kuwait in mid- 
April, 1993. This is the origin of 
his son's comment in a 2002 
campaign speech that Saddam 
"tried to kill my dad." On June 26, 
1993, two and a half months after 
the attempt, President Clinton 
retaliated by firing cruise missiles 
into Baghdad, killing several 
innocent bystanders. However, 
the evidence strongly indicates 
that the assassination attempt 
never occurred and that Kuwaiti 
intelligence may have covered up 
its discovery of a smuggling ring 
working the Iraq-Kuwait border 
by claiming that the smugglers 
were after W's daddy. (8) 

Perhaps the least convincing 
of the official reasons for wanting 
to get rid of Saddam is the 
administration's contention that 
he has no respect for UN 
resolutions. On September 30, 
2002, Rumsfeld staged a show at 
the Pentagon featuring gun- 
camera footage of Iraqi 
antiaircraft artillery firing at 
American and British warplanes 
patrolling the no-fly zones in 
northern and southern Iraq. 


43 


Rumsfeld said, "With each missile 
launched at our air crews, Iraq 
expresses its contempt for the 
UN resolutions -- a fact that must 
be kept in mind as their latest 
inspection offers are evaluated." 
But Secretary Rumsfeld must 
know that no UN resolution (or 
other international authority) 
exists to legitimate the no-fly 
zones. The U.S., Britain, and 
France created them unilaterally 
in March 1991] in order to protect 
Kurds and Shi'ites who had risen 
in revolt against Saddam after the 
Gulf War. Although this stopped 
Saddam from using his air power, 
the Bush administration then stood 
by as he crushed the uprisings 
because it feared that a 
successful Kurdish revolt would 
destabilize its ally, Turkey, which 
has long been engaged in a 
ruthless suppression of its own 
Kurdish minority. France soon 
dropped out of the no-fly zone 
enforcement, but the U.S. and 
Britain have continued and, more 
recently, escalated their air 
attacks, although they are clearly 
illegal under international law. (9) 

Then there] 4s" the 
administration's assertion that 
overthrowing Saddam would 
bring democracy to Iraq and other 
countries around the Persian Gulf. 
In an interview with the Financial 
Times of London, Condoleezza 
Rice said that freedom, 
democracy, and free enterprise do 
not "stop at the edge of Islam" 
and that after toppling Saddam 
through the use of military force, 
the United States would be 
"completely devoted" to the 
reconstruction of Iraq as a 


unified, democratic state. (10) 
This sounds-a bit like the U.S. 
military's claim that, having 
pulverized Afghanistan with high- 
altitude bombing, it was really 
trying to liberate Afghan women 
from the Taliban. If the United 
States were truly interested in 
democracy in the Persian Gulf 
region, it might have begun long 
ago in Saudi Arabia or in any of 
the feudal monarchies in which it 
has built major American military 
garrisons -- Kuwait, Bahrain, 
Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, 
and Oman. 

Since none of these rationales 
for belligerence toward Iraq 
makes much sense, some 
observers around the world have 
looked elsewhere for the 
administration's true motives. One 
prominent theory concerns Iraq's 
oil. Its reserves are the second 
largest on earth after those of 
Saudi Arabia. Given that both the 
president and vice president are 
former oil company executives 
and that the president's: father, 
also a former president, was the 
founder, in 1954, of the Zapata 
Offshore Oil Company, it is 
reasonable to assume that these 
men are very familiar with Iraq's 
oil wealth. The Zapata Company 
drilled the first well off Kuwait. 
In 1963, Bush pére merged 
Zapata with another firm to 
create the oil giant, Pennzoil, and 
in 1966, he sold off his share, 
becoming a millionaire in the 
process. During 1998 and 1999, 
when Cheney was president of 
the Halliburton Company of 
Houston, Halliburton sold Saddam 
some $23.8 million of oil field 


equipment. Perhaps the reason 
Bush junior is obsessed with Iraq, 
according to this line of thought, 
is that he wants to seize its oil. 
The United States needs a lot of 
oil for its huge automotive sector 
and also has an interest in 
controlling other countries whose 
industrial life is equally dependent 
on imported petroleum. As 
Anthony Sampson, the oil expert 
and author of the classic book on 
the major oil companies, The 
Seven Sisters, observes, "Western 
oil interests closely influence 
military and diplomatic policies, 
and it is no accident that while 
American companies are 
competing for access to oil in 
Central Asia, the U.S. is building 
up military bases across the 
region." (11) 

The U.S. may be able to oust 
Saddam, but seizing Iraq's oil is 
quite another matter. In any war 
the U.S. risks seeing Saddam 
order his oil fields set ablaze, as 
he did to Kuwait's in 1991. This 
would have a powerful effect on 
short-term oil prices and on the 
economy of the United States. 
Perhaps more serious in the long 
run, France, Russia, China and 
other countries have multibillion 
dollar contracts with Saddam that 
entitle them to drill in Iraq's oil 
fields. These contracts are 
currently in abeyance because of 
UN sanctions, but the countries 
holding them clearly want to 
protect their investments. They 
would not look kindly on the 
prospect that the U.S. might 
freeze them out. Perhaps there 
is nothing they can do in the face 
of an American military fait 
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accompli, but extensive litiga 
not extensive drilling, is cert 
the U.S. does not accommo 
their interests. The oil mogu 
the White House are probabh 
giving much attention to this 1 
They are mesmerized by thou 
of world domination based on 
control of the main sources 0 

Another popular theory h 
that the primary influence on 
thinking about the Middle E: 
the ruling Likud Party of Is 
It is thought that the desire to 
Saddam Hussein reflects 
long-range interests of Is: 
rightists who want to ensur 
country's continuing regi 
military superiority. Many o 
key figures in the second |] 
administration and in PNAC 
intimate connections with L: 
Among these are Richard P 
chairman of the Defense P: 
Board, which reports to de 
secretary of defense 
Wolfowitz; Douglas F 
assistant secretary of defen 
policy, one of the Pentagon’ 
most senior posts; and 
Wurmser, special assista 
PNAC founder John Bolton 
is undersecretary of stat 
arms control in the Bush 
administration. They all hav 
records of opposing 
initiatives like the Camp 
accords between Israel 
Palestinians, and callin 
American wars not just a 
Iraq but also Israel's 
enemies Syria, Lebanon 
Iran. 

Perle is amember of the 
of the Jerusalem Post and 
of the chapter "Iraq: S 


ound" in the PNAC book 
ent Dangers. In private life, 
h is a partner in a small 
hington law firm that 
ializes in representing Israeli 
itions makers seeking tie-ups 
1 American weapons 
stries. Before going to the 
> Department, Wurmser was 
| of Middle Eastern projects 
he American Enterprise 
tute. He is the author of the 
-published book Tyranny's 
: America's Failure to Defeat 
lam Hussein (1999), which 
| foreword by Perle. During 
.eagan administration, Feith 
<d as special counsel to Perle, 
was then assistant secretary 
efense for international 
rity affairs. One other figure, 
rav Wurmser, is David 
mser's wife and co-founder 
he Middle East Media 
rarch Institute (Memri), 

translates and distributes 
s from the Arab press that 
iably portray Arabs in a bad 


July 1996, these four wrote 
ion paper for then-incoming 
i Prime Minister Benjamin 
yahu of the Likud Party 
d "A Clean Break: A New 
gy for Securing the Realm." 
d on Israel to repudiate the 
Accords as well as the 
lying concept of "land for 
"and to permanently annex 
tire West Bank and Gaza 
It also recommended that 
dvocate the elimination of 
m Hussein as a first step 
regime changes in Syria, 
on, Saudi Arabia, and Iran. 
ember 2002, Israeli Prime 


Minister Ariel Sharon, also of the 
Likud Party, echoed these ideas 
when he urged the United States 
to turn to attacking or subverting 
the Iranian government as soon 
as it had finished with Saddam. 
There are many other officials 
and hangers-on of the second 
Bush administration who hold 
these or similar views. Given their 
well-known sympathies, it is not 
implausible to think that they are 
attempting to implement them 
under cover of the "war on terror." 
(12) 

Still another perfectly 
reasonable theory is_ that 
America's war fever against Iraq 
is aconcoction of shrewd political 
operators in the White House. It 
has been suggested that, whether 
the U.S. ultimately goes to war 
with Iraq or not, the campaign 
against Saddam Hussein was 
meant to influence domestic 
American politics and the 
November 2002 election. It was, 
according to several 
commentators, a case of the use 
of "weapons of mass distraction." 
(13) Among the goals of these 
Operatives were bolstering 
George W. Bush's dubious 
legitimacy as president and 
distracting the American voters 
from his less-than-sterling record. 
Faced with 2002 midterm 
elections, the leaders of the 
Republican party were desperate 
to deflect discussion from issues 
like the president's and vice- 
president's close ties to the 
corrupt Enron Corporation, the 
huge and growing federal budget 
deficit, tax cuts that massively 
favour the rich, a severe loss of 
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civil liberties under attorney 
general Ashcroft, the president's 
shredding of the anti-ballistic 
missile and global warming 
treaties, and the embarrassing 
fact that al-Qaeda remained 
anything but a defeated group. 

In this view, key White House 
political advisers Karl Rove and 
Andrew Card proved far more 
influential than either Secretary 
of Defense Rumsfeld or 
Secretary of State Powell. The 
evidence suggests that it was 
Rove who made the decision 
overruling the unilateralist hawks 
in the Pentagon and sending the 
president to the United Nations 
on September 12 to give a speech 
calling for renewed inspections in 
Iraq. Rove had discovered that 
American opinion was lukewarm 
on waging a war in the Middle 
East without allies. This 
perspective fits well with what we 
know of recent history. During the 
Vietnam War, Presidents 
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon 
made their foreign policy 
decisions based almost 
exclusively on domestic political 
considerations rather than on 
grand strategy or intelligence 
estimates. (14) For George W. 
Bush, the strategy worked. A 
rarity in modern American 
political history, after two years 
in office, the party holding the 
White House increased its 
strength in Congress, gaining 
control of both houses. 

I agree with aspects of each 
of these explanations. Oil, Israel, 
and domestic politics have all 
played a role in the Bush 
administration's stance toward 


Iraq. But I feel the need to put 
them into a larger historical 
context. A second American-Iraqi 
war will also be the culmination 
of a process that began a half- 
century ago when the United 
States for the first time employed 
its Central Intelligence Agency 
secretly and illegally to overthrow 
a democratically elected 
government. The 1953 CIA- 
engineered coup d'état against 
Prime Minister Mohammad 
Mossadeg of Iran started a chain 
of events that included Ayatollah 
Khomeini's revolution of 1979 
against the Shah and his patron, 
the United States. This revolution 
destroyed one of the "twin pillars" 
of American strategy in the 
Persian Gulf -- cultivation of 
authoritarian, undemocratic client 
states in Saudi Arabia and Iran 
as sources of oil and bulwarks 
against Soviet influence. The 
Islamist revolution in Iran 
demanded a major reorientation 
of American foreign policy in the 
area. In that same year, the Soviet 
Union invaded Afghanistan and 
the United States covertly began 
to arm anti-Soviet Afghanis, as 
well as Osama bin Laden. This 
set in motion a complex series of 
realignments that would 
ultimately lead veterans of the 
anti-Soviet Afghan resistance to 
organize the terrorist attacks of 
September 11, 2001, against New 
York and Washington. 

After the 1979 revolution in 
Iran, the United States decided 
to back the sworn opponent of 
the Islamic clerics who had come 
to power there -- namely, Iraq's 
secular tyrant Saddam Hussein. 


In September 1980, Saddam 
invaded Iran. When it looked like 
Iran might defeat him, the 
Reagan administration covertly 
began to supply him with satellite 
intelligence and weapons, 
including precursors for 
development of biological 
weapons and the _ basic 
ingredients for the chemical 
agents he used, in President 
Bush's memorable words, "to gas 
his own people." The Iraq-Iran 
war ended with a ghastly loss of 
life on both sides. In 1990, the 
U.S. allowed Saddam to think that 
it would tolerate his seizure of 
Kuwait. Every Iraqi leader since 
the 1920s has vowed to invade 
Kuwait and reunite it with Iraq, 
and Saddam was no exception. 
The U.S. then seized the 
opportunity posed by Iraq's 
occupation of Kuwait to vastly 
expand its empire of military 
bases in the Persian Gulf. As the 
Middle East scholar Stephen 
Zunes observes, "The United 
States used Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait as an excuse to advance 
its long-desired military, political, 
and economic hegemony in the 
region." (15) The attacks of 
September 11] have, in turn, given 
the United States a renewed 
opportunity to expand its power 
and influence in the region -- this 
time potentially to use its new 
Persian Gulf bases to establish 
even more bases in the ancient 
territories between the Tigris and 
Euphrates rivers in Iraq. 

In short, I believe the true 
explanation for the American 
government's planned second 
war with Iraq is the same as for 
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its wars in the Balkans in | 
and in Afghanistan in 2001-2 
-- the inexorable pressures 
imperialism and militarisr 
agree with Jay Bookman, 
editor of the Atlanta Jour 
Constitution, when he asks, "V 
does the administration sé¢ 
unconcerned about an « 
strategy from Iraq once Sad 
is toppled? Because we won! 
leaving. Having conquered | 
the United States will cre 
permanent military bases in 

country from which to domi 
the Middle East, includ 
neighbouring Iran." (16) O 
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What War Looks Like 


Tn all the solemn statements 
by self-important politicians and 
newspaper columnists about a 
coming war against Iraq, and even 
in the troubled comments by 
some who are opposed to the war, 
there is something missing. The 
talk is about strategy and tactics, 
geopolitics and personalities. It is 
about air war and ground war, 
weapons of mass destruction, 
arms inspections, alliances, oil, 
and "regime change." 

What is missing is what an 
American war on Iraq will do to 
tens of thousands or hundreds of 
thousands of ordinary human 
beings who are not concerned 
with geopolitics and military 
strategy, and who just want their 
children to live, to grow up. They 
are not concerned with "national 
security" but with personal 
security, with food and sheiter and 
medical care and peace. 

I am speaking of those Iraqis 
and those Americans who will, 
with absolute certainty, die in such 
a war, or lose arms or legs, or be 
blinded. Or they will be stricken 
with some strange and agonizing 
sickness that could lead to their 
bringing deformed children into 
the world (as happened to families 
in Vietnam, Iraq, and also the 
United States). 

True, there has been some 
discussion of American casualties 
resulting from a land invasion of 
Iraq. But, as always when the 
strategists discuss this, the 
question is not about the wounded 
and dead as human beings, but 


about what number of American 
casualties would result in public 
withdrawal of support for the war, 
and what effect this would have 
on the upcoming elections for 
Congress and the Presidency. 

That was uppermost in the 
mind of Lyndon Johnson, as we 
have learned from the tapes of 
his White House conversations. 
He worried about Americans 
dying if he escalated the war in 
Vietnam, but what most 
concerned him was his political 
future. If we pull out of Vietnam, 
he told his friend Senator Richard 
Russell, "they'll impeach me, 
won't they?" 

In any case, American 
soldiers killed in war are always 
a matter of statistics. Individual 
human beings are missing in the 
numbers. It is left to the poets and 
novelists to take us by the 
shoulders and shake us and ask 
us to look and listen. In World 
War I, ten million men died on the 
battlefield, but we needed John 
Dos Passos to confront us with 
what that meant: In his novel 
1919, he writes of the death of 
John Doe: "In the tarpaper 
morgue at Chalons-sur-Marne in 
the reek of chloride of lime and 
the dead, they picked out the pine 
box that held all that was left of" 
him. A few pages later, Dos 
Passos describes him: "The blood 
ran into the ground, the brains 
oozed out of the cracked skull and 
were licked up by the trenchrats, 
the belly swelled and raised a 
generation of bluebottle flies, and 
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the incorruptible skeleton, and tl 
scraps of dried viscera and sk 
bundled in khaki." 

Vietnam was a war that fill 
our heads with statistics, of whi 
one stood out, embedded in tl 
stark monument in Washingto 
58,000 dead. But one would ha 
to read the letters from soldi¢ 
just before they died to turn tho 
statistics into human beings. A: 
for all those not dead b 
mutilated in some way, t 
amputees and paraplegics, 0 
would have to read Ron Kovi 
account, in his memoir, Born 
the Fourth of July, of how his spi 
was shattered and his I 
transformed. 

As for the dead among " 
enemy'"--that is, those young m 
conscripted or cajoled 
persuaded to pit their bod 
against those of our young me 
that has not been a concern 
our political leaders, our gener: 
our newspapers and magazir 
our television networks. To 1 
day, most Americans have 
idea, or only the vaguest, of h 
many Vietnamese--soldiers ; 
civilians (actually, a million 
each)--died under Ameri 
bombs and shells. 

And for those who know 
figures, the men, women, chil 
be-hind the statistics remai 
un-known until a picture appe: 
of a Vietnamese girl running di 
a road, her skin shredding f 
na-palm, until Americans 
photos of women and chik 
huddled in a trench as Gls po 


automatic rifle fire into their 
bodies. 

Ten years ago, in that first war 
against Iraq, our leaders were 
proud of the fact that there were 
only a few hundred American 
casualties (one wonders if the 
families of those soldiers would 
endorse the word "only"). When 
a reporter asked General Colin 
Powell if he knew how many 
Iraqis died in that war, he replied: 
"That is really not a matter | am 
terribly interested in." A high 
Pentagon official told The Boston 
Globe, "To tell you the truth, we're 
not really focusing on this 
question." 

Americans knew that this 
nation's casualties were few in the 
Gulf War, and a combination of 
government control of the press 
and the media's meek acceptance 
of that control ensured that the 
American people would not be 
confronted, as they had been in 
Vietnam, with Iraqi dead and 


n the people of Iraq, flashes of 
ruth in the newspapers that 
uickly disappeared. In mid- 
ebruary 1991, U.S. planes 
ropped bombs on an air raid 
helter in Baghdad at four in the 
orning, killing 400 to 500 people- 
mostly women and children-- 
ho were huddled there to 
scape the incessant bombing. An 
ssociated Press re-porter, one 
f the few allowed to go to the 
ite, said: "Most of the recovered 
odies were charred and 
utilated beyond recognition." 

In the final stage of the Gulf 
ar, American troops engaged in 
ground assault on Iraqi positions 
n Kuwait. As in the air war, they 
ncountered virtually no 


resistance. With victory certain 
and the Iraqi army in full flight, 
U.S. planes kept bombing the 
retreating soldiers who clogged 
the highway out of Kuwait City. 
A reporter called the scene "a 
blazing hell, a gruesome 
testament. To the east and west 
across the sand lay the bodies of 
those fleeing." 

That grisly scene appeared for 
a moment in the press and then 
vanished in the exultation of a 
victorious war, in which politicians 
of both parties and the press 
joined. President Bush crowed: 
"The specter of Vietnam has 
been buried forever in the desert 
sands of the Arabian peninsula." 
The two major news magazines, 
Time and Newsweek, printed 
special editions hailing the victory. 
Each devoted about a hundred 
pages to the celebration, 
mentioning proudly the small 
number of American casualties. 
They said not a word about the 
tens of thousands of Iraqis-- 
soldiers and civilians--themselves 
victims first of Saddam Hussein's 
tyranny, and then of George 
Bush's war. 

There was scarcely a 
photograph ofa single dead Iraqi 
child, or a name of a particular 
Iraqi, or an image of suffering and 
grief to convey to the American 
people what our overwhelming 
military machine was doing to 
other human beings. 

The bombing of Afghanistan 
has been treated as if human 
beings are of little consequence. 
It has been portrayed as a "war 
on terrorism," not a war on men, 
women, children. The few press 
reports of "accidents" were 
quickly followed with denials, 
excuses, justifications. There has 
been some bandying about of 


49 


numbers of Afghan civilian 
deaths--but always numbers. 

Only rarely has the human 
story, with names and images, 
come through as more than a 
flash of truth, as one day when I 
read of a ten-year-old boy, named 
Noor Mohammed, lying on a 
hospital bed on the Pakistani 
border, his eyes gone, his hands 
blown off, a victim of American 
bombs. 

Surely, we must discuss the 
political issues. We note that an 
attack on Iraq would be a flagrant 
violation of international law. We 
note that the mere possession of 
dangerous weapons is not 
grounds for war--else we would 
have to make war on dozens of 
countries. We point out that the 
country that possesses by far the 
most "weapons of mass 
destruction" is our country, which 
has used them more often and with 
more deadly results than any 
nation on Earth. We can point to 
our national history of expansion 
and aggression. We have 
powerful evidence of deception 
and hypocrisy at the highest levels 
of our government. 

But, as we contemplate an 
American attack on Iraq, should 
we not go beyond the agendas of 
the politicians and the experts? 
(John le Carré has one of his 
characters say: "I despise experts 
more than anyone on Earth.") 

Should we not ask everyone 
to stop the high-blown talk for a 
moment and imagine what war 
will do to human beings whose 
faces will not be known to us, 
whose names will not appear 
except on some future war 
memorial? 

For this we will need the help 
of people in the arts, those who 
through time--from Euripides to 


Bob Dylan--have written and sung about specific, recognizable victims of war. In,1935, Jean Giraudou 
the French playwright, with the memory of the First World War still in.his head, wrote The Trojan War Wi 
Not Take Place. Demokos, a Trojan soldier, asks the aged Hecuba to tell him "what war looks like." Sh 


responds: : obsol : et] Gee 
"Like the backside of ababoon. When the baboon is up in atree, with its hind end facing us, theres th 


face of war exactly: scarlet, scaly, glazed, framed in a clotted, filthy wig." | 
If enough Americans could see that, perhaps the war on Iraq would not take place.O 


[The Progressive; October 01, 2002 | : | | 
Howard Zinn isthe author of "A People's History of the United States." ] 
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ii Briefing on the Histrory of U.S, Military Interventions 
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: Since the September 11 
ittacks on the United States, 
nost people in the world agree 
hat the perpetrators need to be 
rought to justice, without killing 
nany thousands of civilians in the 
rocess. But unfortunately, the 
5 military. has always 
ecepted,massive civilian deaths 
s part of the cost of war. The 
nilitary, is now, poised to kill 
housands of foreign civilians, in 
der to prove that killing U.S, 
ivilians is wrong, 

The media has told us 
epeatedly that some Middle 
asterners hate the U.S. only 
ecause of our. "freedom" and 
prosperity,” Missing from this 
xplanation. is the, historical 
ontext, of the U. a role in, the 
iddle. East, and for that matter 
the rest. of the world. This basic 
rimer, is an attempt to brief 
aders who haye not closely 
llowed the history of U,S. 
reign or military affairs, and are 

haps unaware of the 
ckground of U. S. military 
terventions, abroad, but, are 
ncerned about the direction of 
r country toward a new war in 
e name of "freedom" ans 
rotecting civilians." 

The United States military “ 
en intervening in other 


countries fora long time. In: 1898, 
it seized ‘the. Philippines, Cuba, 
and’ Puerto Rico from Spain, and 


in L9O}7-18 became embroiled in’ 


World War'l in Europe: In- the 
first half of the 20th century it 
repeatedly ‘sent Marines’ to 
"protectorates": such'i\-as 
Nicaragua;'‘Honduras, Panama, 
Haiti, andthe’ Dominican 
Republic: Allthese interventions 
directly'» served’ corporate 


interests; and many resulted ‘in 


massive losses of civilians, rebels; 
and soldiers. Many ‘of the uses 
of U.S. combat forces'are 
documented in"'A History of U.S. 
Military Interventions Since 1890" 
at’ http://www.zmag.org/ 
CrisesCurEvts/interventions.htm 

U.S. involvement in’ World 
War II (1941-45) was'sparked by 
the surpriseiattack on: Pearl 
Harbor, and fear of an ‘Axis 
invasion of North America, Allied 
bombers attacked fascist military 
targets;\‘but also fire-bombed 
German and Japanese cities such 
as!Dresden and Tokyo, party 
under the assumption that 
destroying'civilian neighborhoods 
would weaken'the resolve of the 
survivorsand’turn them against 
their regimes? Many historians 
agree that fire- bombing's effect 
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was precisely the opposite-- 
increasing Axis civilian support 
for homeland defense; and 
discouraging potential coup 
attempts. The atomic bombing of 
Japan at the end of the war was 
carried out without any kind of 
advance demonstration (or 
warning that may have prevented 
the deaths of hundreds of 
thousands of innocent civilians. 

The war in Korea (1950-53) 
was marked by widespread 
atrocities, both by North Korean/ 
Chinese forces, and South 
Korean/U.S. forces. U.S. troops 
firedion civilian refugees headed 
into ‘South Korea, apparently 
fearing they were northern 
infiltrators. Bombers attacked 
North Korean cities, and the U.S. 
twice threatened to use nuclear 
weapons: North Korea is. under 
the Same Communist government 
today as when the war began. 

During the Middle East crisis 
of 1958, Marines were deployed 
to quell a rebellion in Lebanon, 
and Iraq was threatened with 
nuclear attack if it invaded 
Kuwait. This. little-known crisis 
helped set U.S. foreign policy on 
a collision course with Arab 
nationalists, often in support of the 
region's monarchies. 
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In the early 1960s, the U.S. 
returned to its pre-World War I! 
interventionary role in the 
Caribbean, directing the failed 
1961 Bay of Pigs exile invasion 
of Cuba, and the 1965 bombing 
and Marine invasion of the 
Dominican Republic during an 
election campaign. The CIA 
trained and harbored Cuban exile 
groups in Miami, which launched 
terrorist attacks on Cuba, 
including the 1976 downing of a 
Cuban civilian jetliner near 
Barbados. During the Cold War, 
the CIA would also help to support 
or install pro-U.S. dictatorships in 
Iran, Chile, Guatemala, Indonesia, 
and many other countries around 
the world. 

The U.S. war in Indochina 
(1960-75) pit U.S. forces against 
North Vietnam, and Communist 
rebels fighting to overthrow pro- 
U.S. dictatorships in South 
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. 
U.S. war planners made little or 
no distinction between attacking 
civilians and guerrillas in rebel- 
held zones, and U.S. "carpet- 
bombing" of the countryside and 
cities swelled the ranks of the 
ultimately victorious 
revolutionaries. Over two million 
people were killed in the war, 
including 55,000 U.S. troops. 
Less than a dozen U:S. citizens 
were killed on U.S. soil, in 
National Guard shootings or 
antiwar bombings. In Cambodia, 
the bombings drove the Khmer 
Rouge rebels toward fanatical 
leaders, who launched a 
murderous rampage when they 
took power in 1975. 


Echoes of Vietnam 
reverberated in Central America 
during the 1980s, when the 
Reagan administration strongly 
backed the pro-U.S. regime in El 
Salvador, and right-wing exile 
forces fighting the New Leftist 
Sandinista government in 
Nicaragua. Rightist death squads 
slaughtered Salvadoran civilians 
who questioned the concentration 
of power and wealth in a few 
hands. CIA-trained Nicaraguan 
Contra rebels launched terrorist 
attacks against civilian clinics and 
schools run by the Sandinista 
government, and mined 
Nicaraguan harbors. U.S. troops 
also invaded the island nation of 
Grenada in 1983, to oust a new 
military regime, attacking Cuban 
civilian workers (even though 
Cuba had backed the leftist 
government deposed in the coup), 
and accidentally bombing a 
hospital. 

The U.S. returned in force to 
the Middle East in 1980, after the 
Shi'ite Muslim revolution in Iran 
against Shah Pahlevi's pro-U:S. 
dictatorship. A troop and bombing 
raid to free U.S. Embassy 
hostages held in downtown 
Tehran had to be aborted in the 
Iranian desert. After the 1982 
Israeli occupation of Lebanon, 
U.S. Marines were deployed in‘ 
a neutral "peacekeeping" 
operation. They instead took the 
side of Lebanon's pro-Israel 
Christian government against 
Muslim rebels, and U.S. Navy 
ships rained enormous shells on 
Muslim civilian villages. 
Embittered Shi'ite Muslim rebels 
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responded with a suicide bom 
attack on Marine barracks, an 
for years seized U.S. hostages 
the country. In retaliation, th 
CIA set off car bombs t 
assassinate Shi'ite Musli 
leaders. Syria and the Musli 
rebels emerged victorious | 
Lebanon. 

Elsewhere in the Middle Eas 
the U.S. launched a 198 
bombing raid on Libya, which 
accused of sponsoring a terrori 
bombing later tied to Syria. T! 
bombing raid killed civilians, ar 
may have led to the later reven; 
bombing of a U.S. jet ov: 
Scotland. Libya's Arab national 
leader Muammar Qadda 
remained in power. The U. 
Navy also intervened against Ir 
during its war against Iraq 
1987-88, sinking Iranian ships a 
"accidentally" shooting down | 
Iranian civilian jetliner. 

U.S. forces invaded Panar 
in 1989 to oust the national 
regime of Manuel Noriega. T 
U.S. accused its former ally 
allowing drug-running in t 
country, though the drug tra 
actually increased after | 
capture. U.S. bombing raids 
Panama City ignited 
conflagration in a civili 
neighborhood, fed by stove 
tanks. Over 2,000 Panamani: 
were killed in the invasion 
capture one leader. 

The following year, the L 
deployed forces in the Pers 
Gulf after the Iraqi invasion 
Kuwait, which turr 
Washington against its fort 
Iraqi ally Saddam Hussein. | 


supported the Kuwaiti monarchy 
and the Muslim fundamentalist 
monarchy in neighboring Saudi 
Arabia against the secular 
nationalist Iraqi regime. In 
January 1991, the U.S..and its 
allies unleashed a massive 
bombing assault against Iraqi 
government and military targets, 
in an intensity beyond the raids 
of World War II and Vietnam. 
Over 200,000 Iraqis were killed, 
including many civilians who died 
in their villages, neighborhoods, 
and bomb shelters. The U.S. 
continued economic sanctions that 
denied health and energy to Iraqi 
civilians, who died by the 
hundreds of thousands, according 
to United Nations agencies. The 
.S. also instituted "no-fly zones" 
d virtually continuous bombing 
ids, yet Saddam was politically 
olstered as he was militarily 
eakened. 

In the 1990s, the U.S. military 
ed a series of what it termed 
‘humanitarian interventions" it 
laimed would safeguard 
ivilians. Foremost among them 
as the 1992 deployment in the 
frican nation of Somalia, torn 
y famine and a civil war 
etween clan warlords. Instead 
f remaining neutral, U.S. forces 
ook the side of one faction 
gainst another faction, and 
ombed a Mogadishu 
eighborhood. Enraged crowds, 
acked by foreign Arab 
ercenaries, killed 18 U.S. 
oldiers, forcing a withdrawal 
om the country. 

Other so-called "humanitarian 
terventions" were centered in 


the Balkan region of Europe, after 
the 1992 breakup of the 
multiethnic federation of 
Yugoslavia. The U.S. watched 
for three years as Serb forces 
killed Muslim civilians in Bosnia, 
before its launched decisive 
bombing raids in 1995. Even then, 
it never intervened to stop 
atrocities by Croatian forces 
against Muslim and Serb civilians, 
because those forces were aided 
by the U.S. In 1999, the U.S. 
bombed Serbia to force President 
Slobodan Milosevic to withdraw 
forces from the ethnic Albanian 
province of Kosovo, which was 
torn a brutal ethnic war. The 
bombing intensified Serbian 
expulsions and killings of Albanian 
civilians from Kosovo, and 
caused the deaths of thousands 
of Serbian civilians, even in cities 
that had voted strongly against 
Milosevic. When a NATO 
occupation force enabled 
Albanians to move back, U.S. 
forces did little or nothing to 
prevent similar atrocities against 
Serb and other non-Albanian 
civilians. The U.S. was viewed 
as a biased player, even by the 
Serbian democratic opposition 
that overthrew Milosevic the 
following year. 

Even when the U.S. military 
had apparently defensive motives, 
it ended up attacking the wrong 
targets. After the 1998 bombings 
of two U.S. embassies in East 
Africa, the U.S. "retaliated" not 
only against Osama Bin Laden's 
training camps in Afghanistan, but 
a pharmaceutical plant in Sudan 
that was mistakenly said to be a 
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chemical warfare installation. Bin 
Laden retaliated by attacking a 
U.S. Navy ship in Yemen in 2000. 
After the 2001 terror attacks on 
the United States, the U.S. 
military is poised to again bomb 
Afghanistan, and possibly move 
against other states it accuses of 
promoting anti-U.S. "terrorism," 
such as Iraq and Sudan. Such a 
campaign will certainly ratchet up 
the cycle of violence, in an 
escalating series of retaliations 
that is the hallmark of Middle 
East conflicts. Afghanistan, like 
Yugoslavia, is a multiethnic state 
that could easily break apart in a 
new catastrophic regional war. 
Almost certainly many more 
civilians would lose their lives in 
this tit-for-tat war on "terrorism" 
than the 5,000 civilians who died 
on September 11. 


Common Themes 

Some common themes can be 
seen in many of these U:S. 
military interventions. 

First, they were explained to 
the U.S. public as defending the 
lives and rights of civilian 
populations. Yet the military 
tactics employed often left 
behind massive civilian "collateral 
damage." War planners made 
little distinction between rebels 
and the civilians who lived in 
rebel zones of control, or between 
military assets and civilian 
infrastructure, such as train lines, 
water plants, agricultural 
factories, medicine supplies, etc. 
The U.S. public always believe 
that in the next war, new military 
technologies will avoid civilian 


casualties on the other side: Yet 
when the ineVitable civilian deaths 
occur, they are always explained 
away as "accidental" or 
"unavoidable." 
' Second, although nearly all the 
“post-World War II interventions 
were carried out inthe name of 
"freédom" and "democracy," 
‘neatly all of them in fact defended 
‘dictatorships controlled by pro- 
‘U.S. elites. Whether in Vietnam, 
*Central America, ‘or the Persian 
Gulf, the U.S: was not defending 
"freedom" but an ideological 
agenda (such as defending 
capitalism) oriam economic 
agenda (such as~protecting oil 
-company investments). In: the 
few cases: when U,S.. military 
‘forces toppled: a dictatorship-- 
such. as. in Grenada or-Panama-- 
they did so /}ina, way,-that 
prevented the country's people 
from overthrowing their,own 
dictator first, and.installing anew 
democratic government more to 
their liking... 


_ Third, ‘the U. S. pers 
attacked violence by, its 
Qpponents as. itginprisay 


cRTocitics against civilians," 
ethnic cleansing," feminine 
or defended,the same actions by 
the U.S. or its allies. Ifa country 
has the right to "end" a state that 
trains or harbors terrorists, would 
Cuba or Nicaragua have had the 
right to launch defensive bombing 
raids on U.S, targets to take out 
exile terrorists? Washington's 
double standard maintains that an 
US. ally's action by definition 
“defensive,” but that an enemy's 
retaliation is by definition 
“offensive.” 


Fourth, the U.S. often 
portrays itself as a neutral 
peacekeeper, with nothing but the 


purest humanitarian ‘motives. 


After deploying forces in a 
country, however; it! quickly 
divides the country ortegion into 
"friends" and "foes," and takes 


‘one side against another. This 


strategy tendsito enflame rather 
than dampen)a:war or:civil 


‘conflict, as shown inthe casesof 


Somalia and Bosnia, and deepens 


‘resentment of the;U.S: role: 


veakifth , 
intervention. 


i Wd2Su tv 
5g roti 


omilitary 
_often 


_-counterproductive ‘eyen,if one 
-accepts 
rationales, Rather than solving the 
root political oregonemic roots of 
the conflict,.it tends to. polarize 
factions and further destabilize 
-the country. The same countries 


» U.S, {goals .and 


tend to reappear again and again 


on, the list. of, 20th century 


interventions, 


ey, ointh, UV, S. demonization of 


et ive hd 


an. enemy leader, or, military 


action against him, tends to 


| strengthen | rather, than ‘weaken 
his hold on power. Take the list 
: of current regimes most singled 
r out for U-S. attack, and put. it 
; alongside of the list of regimes 


that have had the longest hold on 
power, and you will find they have 
the same names. Qaddafi, Castro, 
‘Saddam, Kim, and others may 
have faced greater internal 


Criticism ifthey could not portray 


themselves as Davids standing tip 
to the American Goliath: ‘and 
(accurately) blaming many of 


their countries’ internal problems 


on U.S. economic sanctions: 
One of the most dangerdus 


54 


ne army, , 
) alpstiniaas and Lebanese. ..., 


the capability for extrer 
‘groups, ahd actively seeks 


“int6lerant faction, but the facti 
‘only succeeds in its goals if 
ifest of the group acquiesces 
“remains silent. ‘The attacks: 
- September Id: were not onlya 


minority ethnic/racial group 
_their own gountry, but a test 


_the,world. We must begin not 


‘they have fed the cycle 


ideas of the 20th century was th 
"people like us" Could notcomn 
atrocities against civilians. 


1+! German andJapanese citize 


believed it, but ‘their militari 


‘slaughtered millions of peop! 


*British and French ‘citize 
‘behieved: it, sbutitheir militari 
fought brutal ssa wars? 
-Africa and: Asia. / 

- Russian: ciGvens: Molec 
baititbein armies: murders 
icividansi: enbehettiang 
Appice yes el 

‘Israeli citizens believed it, b 
mowed, doy 


', Arabs believed it, but suici 
bcs and, hijackers target 
MH S.and Israeli civilians, 

, U.Sxcitizens, believed it, * 
their military killed. millions. 


Vietnam, Iraq, and elsewhere. 
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_ Every country, every ethnici 
every religion, contains within 


violence. Every. group contain 
“faction that is intolerant of oth 


‘exclude or even kill them. W 
‘fever tends to encourage » 


for U.S. citizens attitudes’ tow. 


our relationship with the res 


lashing out at civilians in Mus 
countries, but by tak 
responsibility for dur own hist 
and our own actions, and ‘h 


‘violence.O 


The flurry of reports, leaks, 
and misinformation about the 
looming US war against Saddam 
Hussein’s dictatorship in Iraq 
continues unabated. It is 
impossible to know, however, how 
much of this,is a brilliantly 
managed campaign of 
psychological war against Iraq, 
how much the public floundering 
of a government uncertain about 
its next step. In any event, I find it 
as possible to believe that there will 
be a war as that there will not. 
Certainly the sheer belligerency of 
the verbal assaults on the average 
citizen are unprecedented in their 
ferocity, with the result that very 
little is totally certain about what 
is actually taking place. No one can 
ndependently confirm the various 
roop and navy movements 
eported on a daily basis, and given 
he lurching opacity of his thinking, 
eorge W Bush’s real intentions 
re difficult to read. But that the 
hole world is concerned — 
ndeed, deeply anxious — about 
he catastrophic chaos that will 
nsue after another Afghanistan- 
ike air campaign against the people 
f fraq, of that there is little doubt. 

And yet, one aspect of the 
eluge of opinion, and a fact that 
most disturbing quite on its own 
nd without reference to its actual 
tention, is the spate of articles 
oncerning post-Saddam Iraq. 
ne that I’d like to discuss in 
articular is obviously part of a 
ntinuing effort by an Iraqi 
patriate, Kanan Makiya, to 
omote himself as the father, of 


What he calls a “non-Arab” and 
decentralised post-Ba’ath country. 
Now itis quite clear to’anyone with 
the slightest concern about the 
travails of this rich and once- 
flourishing country that the years 
of Ba’athist rule have been 
disastrous, despite the regime’s 
early programme of development 
and building. So there can be little 
quarrel with trying to imagine 
what Iraq might look like if Saddam 
is toppled either by American 
intervention or by internal coup. 
Makiya’s contribution to this effort 
has been a steady one, both on the 
airwaves and in quality journals 
where he is given a platform to air 
his views, about which J shall 
speak in a moment. What has been 
made less clear, however, is who 
hé is and from what background 
he emerges. | think it is important 
to know these things, if only to 
judge the value of his contribution 
and to understand more precisely 
the special quality of his thoughts 
and ideas. 

~ Usually identified as having a 
research connection with Harvard 
and as a professor at Brandeis 
University (both in Boston), 
Makiya when I knew him first in 
the early 1970s was closely 
affiliated with the Popular 
Democratic Front for the 
Liberation of Palestine. As I recall, 
he was then an architecture 
student at MIT, but he hardly said 
anything during the occasions | 
saw him. Then he disappeared from 
view, or rather from my view. He 
surfaced in 1990 as Samir Khalil, 
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the author of a vaunted book called 
The Republic of Fear that 
described Saddam Husseit’s rule 
with considerable dread and 
drama. One of the media-rousing 
works of the first Gulf War, The 
Republic of Fear seemed to have 
been written — according toa 
fawning interview with Makiya 
that appeared in the New Yorker 
magazine — while Makiya took 
time off from working as an 
associate of ‘his father’s 
architectural firm in Iraq itself. He 
admitted in the interview that, ina 
sense, Saddam had financed the 
writing of his book indirectly, 
although no one accused Makiya 
of collaborating with a regime he 
obviously detested. 

~~ In his next book, Cruelty and 


Silence, Makiya SACKED Ata 


intellectuals whom he accused of 


opportunism and immorality 


because they either praised various 
Arab regimes or remained silent 


about the various governments’ 
abuses against their own people. 


Of course Makiya said nothing 
about his own history of silence 
and complicity as a beneficiary of 
the Iraqi regime’s munificence, 
even though, of course, he was 
entitled to work for whomever he 
pleased. But he said the vilest things 
about people like Mahmoud 
Darwish and myself for being 
nationalists, allegedly supporting 
extremism and, in Darwish’s case, 
for having written an ode to 
Saddam. Most of what Makiya 
wrote in the book was, in my 
opinion, revolting, based as it was 


on cowardly innuendo and false 
interpretation, but the book, of 
course, enjoyed a popular moment 
or two since it confirmed the view 
in the West that Arabs were 
villainous and shabby conformists. 
It seemed not to matter that Makiya 
himself had worked for Saddam 
or that he had never written 
anything about the Arab regimes 
until his Republic of Fear, until, that 
is, he was out of Iraq and done 
with his employment there. He was 
hailed here and there in America 
for being a brave man of 
conscience and for having defied 
the self-censoring practice of Arab 
intellectuals, but this praise was 
usually heaped on Makiya by 
people who had no knowledge of 
the fact that Makiya himself never 
wrote in an Arab country or that 
whatever meagre writing he 
produced had been written behind 
a pseudonym and a prosperous, 
risk-free life in the West. 

Except for his two books and 
an article urging the US 
administration to occupy Baghdad 
during the first Gulf War, Makiya 
wasn’t much heard from after 
that. Then last year he produced 
an unreadable novel proving 
somehow that the Dome of the 
Rock was really built by a Jew; it 
was sent to me by the publisher, 
so I happened to have skimmed it 
before it appeared officially, but 
was nevertheless aghast at how 
badly written it was, and how, 
unable to resist showing off how 
many books its author had read, it 
was peppered with footnotes, 
surely an unusual thing for what 
purported to be a work of fiction. 
It died a merciful death, however, 
and Makiya lapsed back into 
silence. 

Until the government- 
inspired campaign against Iraq 
broke out a few months ago 


Makiya had said little about the war 
against terror, the events of 9/11, 
and the war in Afghanistan. It is 
true that he did a kind of 
commentary for a popular 
American biweekly of Mohamed 
Atta’s supposed Islamic terrorist 
handbook, but even by his 
standards it was a negligible 
performance. | vividly recall, 
however, that late last summer | 
happened by chance to hear a radio 
interview with him in which he 
was identified for the first time as 
heading a US State Department 
group planning for a post-war, 
post-Saddam Iraq. His name had 
not appeared among those 
mentioned as being part of the US- 
funded Iraqi opposition groups, 
nor had he contributed anything 
that could be read by a member of 
the general public about the 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict or any 
other Middle Eastern issues, 
although I had heard that he had 
visited Israel a number of times. 
The most complete version 
of his plans for Iraq after an 
American invasion that derive from 
his current employment as a 
resident employee of the US 
Department of State, appears in the 
November 2002 issue of Prospect, 
a good liberal British monthly to 
which I subscribe. Makiya begins 
his “proposal” by enumerating the 
extraordinary assumptions behind 
his arguments, two of which 
almost by definition are 
unimaginable. The first is that “the 
unseating” of Saddam should not 
occur after a bombing campaign. 
Makiya must have been living on 
Mars to imagine that, in the event 
of a war, a massive bombing 
attack would not occur even 
though every single plan circulated 
for regime change in Iraq has 
stated explicitly that Iraq would be 
bombed mercilessly. The second 
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assumption is equally imaginative, 
since Makiya seems to believe 
against all evidence that the US is 
committed to democracy and 
nation- building in Iraq. Why he 
thinks that Iraq is like Germany 
and Japan after World War II (both 
of which were rebuilt because 0! 
the Cold War) is beyond me: 
besides, he doesn’t once mentior 
the fact that the US is determinec 
to bring down the Iraqi regime 
because of the country’s oi 
reserves and because Iraq is ar 
enemy of Israel. So, he starts ou 
by making  preposterou: 
assumptions that simply fly in th 
face of all the evidence. 
Undeterred by suc} 
unimportant considerations, h 
presses on. Iraqis are committe 
to federalism, he says, rather tha: 
to a centralised government. Th 
proof that he offers is prett 
negligible. Like all his othe 
attempts to convince his reader thé 
he makes telling points, his logi 
is so weak because it is base 
equally on fictional supposition an 
his own, highly dubious person 
affirmations. He is committed 1 
federalism, and so he says are tk 
Kurds. Where federalism as 
system is supposed to come fro! 
(other than from his desk in tt 
State Department), he doesn 
bother to say. Clearly, he plans ' 
have it imposed from the outsid 
although he makes the large 
unsubstantiated claim th 
“everyone” is agreed th 
federalism in Iraq should be t] 
outcome. This “means devolvit 
power away from Baghdad to t 
provinces”, presumably by 
stroke of General Tommy Frank 
pen. One would have thought tl 
post-Tito Yugoslavia never exist 
and that that tragic country 
federalism was a total success. F 
Makiya is so committed to | 


vs as a kinglike theoretician of 
ernment that he simply ignores 
sequences, history, people, 
munities, and reality altogether 
iat he can make his ludicrously 
robable case. This, of course, 
cactly what the US government 
s, that is, to have miscellaneous 
b intellectuals responsible to no 
stituency who urge the US 
tary on to war while pretending 
e bringing “democracy” to the 
ce in full contradiction of 
erica’s real aims and its actual 
orical practices. Makiya seems 
to have heard about ruinous 
interventions in Indochina, 
thanistan, Central America, 
1alia, Sudan, Lebanon, and the 
lippines, or that the US is 
ently involved militarily with 
ut 80 countries. 

The grand climax of Makiya’s 
fication for the invasion of Iraq 
he United States is his proposal 
the new Iraq should be non- 
b. (Along the way, he speaks 
emptuously of Arab opinion 
h, he says, will never amount 
ything. This obviously clears 
oard for his airy speculations 
t both the future and the past.) 
this magical de-Arabising 
tion is to come about, Makiya 
n’t say, any more than he 
s us how Iraq is to be relieved 
ts Islamic identity and its 
ry capabilities. He refers to a 
erious alchemical quality he 
“territoriality” and proceeds 
ild another sandcastle on that 
e basis for a future state of 
_ In the end, however, he 
nteers that all this is going to 
uaranteed “from the outside”, 
e United States. Where this 
ver taken place before is not 
sue that troubles Makiya, any 
than he seems concerned 
t US unilateralism and 
less destructiveness. 


One scarcely knows 
Whether to laugh or cry at 
Makiya’s posturings. Clearly this 
is a man with no recorded 
experience of government, or even 
of citizenship. Between countries 
and cultures and with no visible 
commitment to anyone (except to 
his upwardly mobile career), he has 
now found a haven deep inside the 
US government which he uses to 
fuel his amazingly speculative 
flights of fancy. For someone who 
has lectured his peers about 
intellectual responsibility and 
independent judgement, he 
provides examples of neither one 
nor the other. Exactly the opposite. 
Perched on a pulpit that has freed 
him from any accountability he 
seems now to be serving a master 
who has paid him well for his 
services — as Saddam employed 
him in the past — and his versatile 
conscience. I find it incredible that 
Makiya allows himself such 
sanctimony and vanity, but then 
why shouldn’t he? He has never 
engaged in a public debate with 
any of his fellow Iraqis, never 
written for an Arab audience, never 
put himself forward for an office 
or for any political role requiring 
personal courage and commitment. 
He has7- either written 
pseudonymously or attacked 
people who have had no chance 
to respond to his defamations. 

It is sad that Makiya 
implicitly suggests that his is the 
voice and the example of the future 
Iraq. And to think that thousands 
of lives have already been lost to 
his patron’s cruel sanctions or that 
many more lives and livelihoods are 
about to be destroyed by electronic 
warfare wreaked on his country 
by George Bush’s government. But 
this man is untroubled by any of 
this. Devoid of either compassion 
or real understanding, he prattles 
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on for Anglo- American audiences 
who seem satisfied that here at last 
is an Arab who exhibits the proper 
respect for their power and 
civilisation, regardless of what role 
Britain played in the imperialist 
partition of the Arab world or what 
mischief the US dealt the Arabs 
through its support for Israel and 
the collective Arab dictatorships. 

In and of himself, Makiya is a 
passing phenomenon. He is, 
however, a symptom of several 
things at once. He represents the 
intellectual who serves power 
unquestioningly; the greater the 
power, the fewer doubts he has. 
He is a man of vanity who has no 
compassion, no demonstrable 
awareness of human suffering. 
With no stable principles or values, 
he is typical of the cynical anti- 
Arab hawks (like Richard Perle, 
Paul Wolfowitz, and Donald 
Rumsfeld) who dot the Bush 
administration like flies on a cake. 
British imperialism, Israel’s brutal 
occupation policies, or American 
arrogance do not detain him for a 
moment. Worst of all, he is a man 
of pretension and superficiality, 
flattering himself on_ his 
reasonableness even as he 
condemns his own people to more 
travail and more dislocation. Woe 
to Iraq! O 

[Al Ahram; November 30, 
2002] 
[Edward Said is a well known 
writer, scholar, and activist. He is 
a professor of literature at Colum- 
bia University. His book 
Orientalism revolutionized the lit- 
erary field. He has written exten- 
sively on the Middle East, and his 
writings can be found in anumber 
of publications such as Z, The 
Nation, The Progressive, In These 
Times, Counterpunch, Al Ahram, 
and much more.] 


In North Carolina last 
month, a woman attending a 
lecture | was giving asked me 
when America would go to war in 
[raq. | told her to watch the front 
page of The New York Times and 
The Washington Post for the first 
smear campaigns against the UN 
inspectors, And bingo, right on 
time, the smears have begun, |. 

_ One of the UN inspectors, it's 
now stated — a man appointed at 
the behest‘of the State Department 
~ is involved with pornography. 
Another senior official, we're now 
told—again appointediat the urging 
of the State Department — was 
previously fitéd from his job as 
head of a nuclear safety agency. 
Why, I wonder, did the Americans 
want these men on the inspection 
team? So they could trash it later? 
___ Actually, the official drubbing 
of the UN inspectors began way 
; back in September when The, New 
-York. Times announced, over 
Judith Miller's::by-line, that the 
original inspections team may be 
‘on a "mission impossible", The 
‘source was "some officials’ (sic) 
and former inspectors":’Now 
Président George Bush is banging 
on again about the Iraqi anti-aircraft 
defences firing at American‘ and 
British pilots — even though the no- 
fly zones have nothing to do with 
the UN inspections nor, indeed, 
anything to do with the UN atall. 
The inspections appear to be going 
unhindered in Baghdad. And what 
does George Bush tell us?."So far 
the signs are not encouraging." 
What does this mean? Simply 
that America plans to go to war 
whatever the UN inspectors find. 
The New York Times — which is 


a war r against Saddam 


now little more than a mouthpiece 
for scores of anonymous US 
"officials" — has persuaded itself 
that Iraq’ s Arab neighbours " seem 
prepared to ‘support an American 
military campaign". Despite all the 
warnings from Arab leaders, 
repeated over and over again, 

month after month, urging America 
not to go to, war, this is the kind of 
nonsense naan peddlews inv ertiet 


‘United States. 


And now the British eovelnmibtt 
has come up with another of its 
famous "dossiers” on Saddam's 
human rights abuses. Yes, again, 
we all know how vicious Saddam 


is. We knew about his raping 


rooms and his,executions and his 
torture when we eagerly supported 
his invasion of Iran in 1980, So 
why is it being regurgitated all over 
again? 

Just take one little point in the 
latest British "dossier". It reveals 
that a certain Aziz Saleh Ahmed, a 
"fighter in the popular army", held 
a position as "violator of women's 
honour". Now I happen to 
remember that name. Was this not 
the same Aziz Saleh Ahmed who 
turned up on page 287 of a book 
published back in,1993 by Kanan 
Makiya, who formerly..called 
himself Samir al-Khalil? Why, 
indeed it was: Aziz Saleh Ahmed is 
listed as a'"fighter in the popular 
army" ahd = ‘you've guessed it — 
“violator of worien's honour”, ” 

There was a controversy abdtit 
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the translation back at the time 
I've no doubt that there are ra 


rooms in Saddam's Iraq. | 


inside one in the northern ci 
Dohuk in 1991, wom 
underclothes still lying on the: 
But the pointis, what are we ¢ 
rehashing the Aziz Saleh At 
story all over again as:if we'vi 
discovered it when it's at least: 
years old and — accordin 
Makiyawas first seen more 
a decade ago? ; 

And yet again, the Ameri 
are trying to establish links bet 
Osama bin Laden and Sac 
Hussein in a desperate attem 
hitch the "war on terror" to the 
for oil (which is what, of co 
the Iraqi "crisis" is all about). 
President Cheney has | 
parroting all the same nons 
about "terror" leaders and Sad 
even though Bin Laden loathe 
Iraqi leader. No one — absol 
no one —has produced the slig 
evidence that Saddam had any 
to do with the international c1 
against humanity of 11 Septer 
But still we are forced to list 
this trash. 

Before Christma 
afterwards? | don't know, 
believe that the US Ist Inf 
Division will cross the 7 
bridges into Baghdad withii 
week of an invasion. The 
photos will show Iraqis mak 
for victory signs at the Ame 


5 ind. batch. of 
eau Cry aE eKS “party 
mbers strung up from lamp- 
ts by the, population,they have 
pressed for so many years, | 
.,We, will presumably, use 
leted yranium munitions against 
i, armour. — the same. depleted 
nium that. was used: 11. years 
in the deserts of southern Iraq, 
ere children are now ravaged 
strange and unexplained 
cers. And we will not - repeat 
: one hundred times — we will 
mention oil, 
The most the Iraqi army will 
in response to an invasion — 
ays assuming they don't ‘have 
lear or chemical Weapons | — 
| be to ‘score a stray hit on a 
alth bomber. Who, it is “worth 
ing, knows the name today of 
Zoltan Bercik, the Yugoslav 
ngarian from Vojvodina who 
le- handedly fired a liquid- 
led Neva missile at an American 
Ith bomber over Serbia'‘6n 27 
rch 1999? The only man to 
g down a Stealth — and still his 
e remains unpublished, ‘his 
y unknown. But that's 
mbering another war in which 
cause of the conflict’ —*the 
jie ‘cleansing “df the Kosovo 
nians““ subtly changed shape 
‘the War had’ begun ‘and ‘the 
i¢ cleansing was under way. 
In the’ meantime, Mr Bush's 
ign policy advisers are busy 
hing sup thé conflict of 
lisationsi Take Kenneth 
man; whois on the Pentagon's 
nce Policy Board. He's been 
g that’ for; Mr Bush -to.:call 
a‘peaceful religion: "is‘an 
asingly hard argument to 
"Islam is|"militaristic!’\in the 


eyes of Mr Adelman; "After allits 


founder, Mohammed," was a_ 


warrior, not a peace advocate like 
Jesus." 

Then there's Eliot Cohen of the 
Johns Hopkins | 
International Studies, who is also 
on the Pentagon board. He now 
argues that the "enemy" of the 
United States is not terrorism but 
“militant Islam", Mr Adelman and 
Mr Cohen. have not vouchsafed 
their, own religion, but Islam is 
clearly being targeted. 


ch 2 
DS 
<S ape 


‘Pat’ Robertson, the religious 
broadcaster — who used ‘to run’a 


‘Vile radio station in southern 
‘Lebanon which uttéred threats 


against Muslim villagers'and UN 
troops ~ says that "Adolf Hitler was 


bad but‘what the Muslims want to 


do to Jews/is': worse." Jerry 
Falwell; one:of the nasties of the 


religious tight,'called the Prophet 


a "terrorist"; while Franklin 
Graham, soni lof: the same Billy 


- Graham who made those: anti- 


Semitic remarks on the Nixon 
tapes, has called Islam “evil. And 
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"dossiers" 


Graham, remember, spoke at 
Bush's inauguration. 

We ignore all this dangerous 
rhetoric at our peril. Does Mr Blair 
ignore it? Isn't he aware that.there 
are some very, sinister people 
hovering around George Bush? 
Does. he really think Britons are 
going to. be cheer-led into, war by 
and the, constant 
reheating of Saddam's crimes? 
Don't we want the UN inspectors 
to do, their work? 

No, I rather think that» we are 


TE ar: 

1 jend ismelsm ° PYSMaGMIP 
being set up for War, that Britain 
will joih America in invading Iraq, 
whatever the inspéctors discover. 


‘Tn fact, we are being prépared for 


the awful, incredible, unspeakable 
possibility that the UN inspectors 


‘Will find absolutely no weapons of 
tnass destruction in Iraq. That Will 
‘léave us with only one conclusion: 


they were no good at their’ job. 
They ‘should have siti: in igi bil 
business. O | 

[04 December 2002,' from me 
ens U5 


O: November 25, the first 


wave of United Nations weapons 
inspectors landed in Baghdad, 
Iraq. Backed by the threat of 
immediate use of military force 
by the U.S. and its allies if Iraq 
does not "cooperate," the UN 
inspectors are empowered to 
walk into every nook and cranny 
of this battered Third World 
country. 

Like prison guards searching 
through the cells of a penitentiary, 
the inspectors have been 
authorized to barge unannounced 
into factories, government offices, 
military facilities, and even 
presidential residences. 

Under the November 8 UN 
resolution threatening Iraq-- 
drawn up by the U.S. and 
approved by the UN Security 
Council--the inspectors can 
demand that Iraqi officials turn 
over government documents for 
examination and account for any 
equipment or material that may 
have something to do with 
unconventional weapons. Iraq 
must shut down air and land 
traffic wherever the inspectors 
roam. 

UN Resolution 1441 also 
orders Iraq to provide lists of 
military scientists and says the 
inspectors can interrogate those 
scientists outside the presence of 
Iraqi government observers. The 
inspectors may even "facilitate 
the travel of those interviewed and 
their family members outside of 
Iraq." In other words, the 


inspectors have the green light to 
openly promote defections from 
Iraq's government. 

Meanwhile, the U.S. military 
build-up and other preparations 
for war continue at a feverish 
pace. 

U.S. and British warplanes 
have stepped up bombings in the 
"no fly" zones of southern Iraq-- 
aiming especially at the Iraqi 
military's command-and-contro] 
and communications facilities. 

Troops and_ military 
equipment are pouring into U.S. 
bases around the region--while 
the groundwork is being laid for 
a larger mobilization of up to 
250,000 soldiers. Command 
centers have been set up. The 
U.S. Army has taken over a third 
of Kuwait and has been 
practicing for offensive 
operations against Iraq. A 
commander of one U.S. Army 
unit in Kuwait said, "Even though 
Saddam Hussein has accepted 
the UN resolution, we continue 
to maintain the mindset that we 
are going to war." 

Bush administration officials 
are making the rounds of allies in 
the Middle East and Europe, 
firming up plans and 
commitments for an invasion and 
occupation of Iraq. 

There are some forces in the 
world who put forward the notion 
that the UN inspections are an 
alternative to military conflict-- 
that if the inspectors are "allowed 
to do their job," war can be 
prevented. This is a serious 
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The Cateh-22 Inspections 


misreading of the situation, to 
the least. When such a staten 
comes from those like the Fre 
or Russian governments, it 
deliberate attempt- 
imperialists who have their « 
predatory agenda--to mis| 
people about what is really gx 
on. 

In fact, UN Resolution 1 
and the inspection campaigr 
clearly not "constraining" the 
war machine. The 
preparations are proceeding, « 
as the inspectors "do their we 
And President Bush 
repeatedly declared the "righ 
launch this war whenever 
U.S.--and not the UN or an 
else--determines that mili 
action is necessary. 

What the UN inspec 
regimen does do is to place 
ina dangerous Catch-22 situa 
-a"die-if-you do, die-if-you-c 
trap that serves the 
preparations for war. 

Consider this: At a time’ 
the U.S. is placing mas 
military forces in offer 
positions around Iraq, the 
government has been forc 
submit to outrageously intr 
searches of its military b 
government ministries, 
production sites. At a time 
the U.S. government is o 
calling for the overthrow, o; 
the assassination, of Sa 
Hussein, the inspectors car 
unannounced into presid 
residences and snoop arou 

It is an acknowledge 


‘past UN weapons inspection 
ns have included CIA spies 
) gave the US. direct access 
whatever information the 
vectors gathered. The general 
imption is that the U.S. will 
in place such spies among the 
vectors and/or closely monitor 
activities of the teams and the 
rmation they obtain. 
And if the Iraqi government 
‘s at any of this, the U.S. may 
lare that Iraq has committed 
naterial breach" of the UN 
)lution--and use this as a 
ification for launching war. 
The Bush White House has 
slaimed that they don't need a 
is belli --a legal pretext for 
--to carry out military action 
ny part of the world. They 
st that they have the right to 
emptively" attack any country 
hings it might do in the future. 
5 unprecedented theory of 
Ppemptive war" is very 
urbing to other countries, 
iding U.S. allies in Europe and 
Middle East. And these allies 
it hard to back the U.S. ina 
ed, unprovoked war of 
ession on Iraq. 
o the UN resolution and 
pons inspections were 
ed as an elaborate scheme 
aneuvers. The resolution 
ains a list of provocative 
ands and a hair-trigger 
m of Jaunching war if Iraq 
tes any of these demands. 
is not a plan for avoiding 
it is a plan for justifying 
This process is designed to 
a calculated act of 

ssion by the U.S. seem like 
- approved response to 


something Iraq did. 

Two key dates are coming up 
in the weapons inspection 
campaign. On December 8 the 
Iraqi government must hand over 
a complete inventory of 
everything related to its 
unconventional weapons 
programs. According to the New 
York Times,the UN resolution 
demands that Iraq hand over lists 
of "all its weapons sites and dual- 
use installations: industrial plants, 
agricultural sites, medical labs 
and research centers that could 
have both civilian and military 
uses." And by late January, the 
UN inspection team is supposed 
to produce its first major report 
on its findings. 

At any point, the inspectors 
or the U.S. may accuse Iraq of 
"violating" the UN demands-- 
which could then become a trigger 
for war. 

A recent syndicated editorial 
cartoon depicts Bush declaring 
Peat the “fest ‘sign of 
noncompliance we attack Iraq..." 
in the next panel, a UN weapons 
inspector sits at a Baghdad 
restaurant, phoning in to report: 
"1 asked for blue cheese and 
they gave me ranch..." Outside 
the restaurant window, U.S. 
missiles are beginning to rain 
down on Iraq. 

The cartoon uses 
exaggeration to make a point--but 
it might not be that much of an 
exaggeration. A former UN 
inspector gave an example of 
problems encountered by previous 
inspection teams that now might 
trigger war: A team enters a 
military base unannounced and 
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‘omands a door be opened, but 
the Iraq authorities can't find the 
man with the right key at that 
ino nent. In previous inspections, 
UN teams even claimed that 
traffic jams could be considered 
a sign of Iraqi obstruction. 

After UN Resolution 1441 
was passed, Bush insisted that it 
does not matter how small or petty 
the alleged Iraqi violations are: 
"With the passage of resolution, 
the world must not lapse into 
unproductive debates over 
whether specific instances of 
Iraqi noncompliance are serious. 
Any Iraqi noncompliance is 
serious." 

The U.S. has issued ominous 
threats about the inventory that 
Iraq must hand over by 
December 8. A White House 
spokesman said that "any 
omission or deception in the 
declaration would be a material 
breach." Secretary of State Colin 
Powell said, "If the declaration is 
patently false and everybody can 
see it, if [Hussein] does not let 
the inspectors do their jobs, then 
the president is fully ready to take 
the necessary step, which is 
military force." And Bush has 
declared "zero tolerance" for any 
sign of Iraqi "defiance" of the 
weapons inspections. 

Even if the Iraq government 
were to follow all the UN 
demands, there is no guarantee 
that war will be averted. The head 
UN inspector, Hans Blix, has 
declared that it is not enough for 
his team to find no weapons of 
mass destruction--the burden is 
on Iraq to prove that no banned 
weapons exist.in the country. This 


is an impossible demand to meet. 

And Resolution 1441 is 
deliberately vague about who, 
exactly, can make the 
determination that Iraq has, 
committed a "material. breach." 
The inspections team is supposed 
to report to the Security Council. 
But various. U.S, "experts" have 
claimed that. the UN resolution 
allows. the U.S. government to 
make its own determination of 
Iraqi .violation--even. if, the 
inspectors and the Security, 
Council don't agree. The U.S., for 
example, may declare that its own 
"intelligence" contradicts.reports 
by the inspection team or shows 
that, Iraq. is lying. And) the 
resolution does, not require 
another vote by the Security 
Council before war is launched. 

Bush himself said ,after the 
UN resolution,,was passed: 
"America will be making only one 
determination: Is Iraq meeting the 
terms of the Security Council 
resolution or not? The United 
States has agreed to discuss any 
material breach with the Security 
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Council, but without jeopardizing 
our freedom of action to defend 
our country. If Iraq fails to fully 
comply, the. United States and 
other nations, will disarm Saddam, 
Hussein." 


2k 


In the, coming wack and. 
months, there might very well 
come, a point when George W.., 
Bush stands before the, TV 
camera and declares that Iraq has 
once again "defied" the world and 
that Iraq's violation of the UN 
resolution, justifies war. He will 
claim legitimacy, and support--and 
say that this war is waged in the 
name.of the, people of the U.S. 
and the whole world. . 

In reality, this war leuaibed 
by the U.S. will be an enormous 
crime against the people of Iraq- 
-who have already lived through 
more than a decade of U.S. 
bombings and sanctions thathave 
killed hundreds of thousands. But 
this war will also be a dangerous 
step in a far larger scheme 
affecting the whole planet. The 


that 74% of Europeans think 
the US is a bigger rogue state 


4 Do you think you | 
jare a fie rogue | 


U.S.-moves. in, the Persian. ( 
represent, a power grab. 1 
strategic. ,area--aimed 
forcefully recasting the po 
relations, and, econo 
arrangements, of the whole wi 

_ For all. people of conscle 
this is a moment that demé 
clarity, and firmness:; The. 
resolution.,,and.. weap 
inspections were. designe 
disguise U.S. war moves as s 
actof the "world community," 
real purpose of the UN resolt 
and inspection team is to orge 
provocations and Just RCARON 
wal... 

There i is NO lectin rT 
war that the U.S. is prepari 
launch--no matter what B 
other heads of state, or the 
says. The U.S. government 
NO right to launch an unprov 
attack on the nation of Iraq. 1 
is NO justice in this imper 
war of aggression.Q) ; 
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Material Breach 
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The Mysterious Phrase That Could Trigger War On Iraq 


CRITICAL PHRASE. 


>wspaper headline put itwell: 


t will be the trigger for war? 
nspectors begin checking 


sites, peace hinges on the: 


pretation of,one! phrase: 


erial breach",."Curiously, the. 


that followed did not go on 
ain what this crucial phrase 
, Saying only that, 'there are 
ting views not only among 
ington, London, Paris, 
w and Beijing, but also 
the British and US 
ments’. (Guardian, 27 Nov. 
p. 20). The US and UK 
that if Iraq is found in a 
‘material breach’ of its 
ment obligations, they are 
ered by past UN Security 
| Resolutions to use force 


unilaterally .sagainst the 
government in Baghdad. The 
important questions then seem to 
be: What isa 'material breach' and 
why is it important? In this case, 
what constitutes a 'material 
breach'?. Who, is authorised. to 
makeia judgment as to whether a 


‘material breach’ has occurred? 
And, the heart of the matter, if a 
competent authority finds Iraq in 
‘material breach' of its obligations 
under UN Resolutions, does this 
legally justify a war? One critical 
issue is whether there has to be a 
new UN Resolution finding Iraq 
in ‘material breach' and 
authorising military action (please 
note, these are two separate 
decisions) before war. If there 
doesn't have to be a new 
Resolution, Britain and the US 
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can just go to war by claiming that 
Iraq is in 'material. breach’. 


DELIBERATE OBFUSCATION 

The British Government has not 
helped matters by revealing that 
it is a matter of policy not.to be 
clear about this. critical point. In 


response to CND's legal case 
against an unauthorised war on 
Iraq, Peter Ricketts, director 
general for political affairs at the 
Foreign Office said, 'It would be 
prejudicial to the national interest 
and to the conduct of the 
Government's foreign policy if the 
Government were to be 
constrained to make a definitive 
statement of its legal position 
under international law in relation 
to issues concerning the 


lua: EE 

international relations of the 
United Kingdom.' (This argument 
was accepted by the High Court 
when it dismissed CND's case. 
Law Report, Times, 27 Dec., p. 
35) Mr. Ricketts added that, 'The 
UK's international alliances could 
be damaged by the incautious 
assertion of arguments under 
international law which affect the 
position of those other states.’ 
Finally, Mr. Ricketts also said, ‘it 
is frequently important for the 
successful conduct of 
international affairs that matters 
should not be reduced to simple 
black and white, but should be left 
as shades of grey and open for 
diplomatic negotiation.’ 
(Telegraph, 19 Dec. 2002, p. 14) 
Well, that's clear then. To sum up: 
we must avoid diplomacy with 
Iraq which could lead to a 
peaceful resolution, but we must 
leave legal loopholes so that our 
diplomats can twist words to 
justify war. 


WHAT IS A ‘MATERIAL 
BREACH’? (AND WHY IS IT 
IMPORTANT?) 


According to Article 60 of the 
1969 Vienna Convention 
(governing the Law of Treaties), 
‘A material breach of a bilateral 


treaty by one of the parties entitles 
the other to invoke the breach as 
a ground for terminating the treaty 
or suspending its operation in 
whole or in part.' The US/UK 
argument is that by failing to 
comply with its disarmament 
duties as laid down in UN 
Security Council Resolution 687- 
and expanded in Resolution 1441- 
Iraq has so seriously breached 
these 'treaties'/Resolutions, that 
other aspects of the Resolution 
can also be terminated or 
suspended-including the Gulf War 
ceasefire. According to 
Washington and London, Iraq's 
allegedly incomplete disarmament 
allows them to resume the 1991 
Gulf War. 


THE 1991 ‘CEASEFIRE’ 

Let's take a closer look at what 
the Resolution asked of Iraq, in 
return for a ceasefire. Resolution 
687 required many things of Iraq, 
including the payment of foreign 
debts repudiated by Iraq. Iraq 
was also required 'to inform the 
Security Council' that it would not 
support terrorism or harbour 
terrorists, and 'to condemn 
unequivocally and renounce’ all 
forms of terrorism. The crucial 
demands were to 'unconditionally 
accept the destruction, removal. 
or rendering harmless, under 
international supervision,’ of Iraq's 
chemical and biological weapons, 
and long- range missiles, and to 
‘unconditionally agree not to 
acquire or develop nuclear 
weapons or nuclear- weapons- 
usable material’. Iraq also had to 
allow UN weapons inspectors to 
verify its disarmament process. 
Article 33 says the Security 
Council, "Declares that, upon 
official notification by Iraq to the 
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Secretary- General and to 
Security Council of its accept 
of the provisions above, a fo 
cease-fire is effective bety 
Iraq and Kuwait and the Met 
States cooperating with Ku 
in accordance with resolutior 
(1990).' Resolution 687 did nc 
that the ceasefire depende 
continuing compliance by 
with the terms of the Resolu 
it said that the ceasefire « 
into effect when Iraq notifie 
UN that it accepted 

Resolution. Furthermore, Dr 
Rangwala, an internati 
lawyer at Cambridge Unive 
points out that since 

introduction of the UN Ch 
there has been a gel 
prohibition on the use of fo 
international relations, as s 
in Article 2.4. Therefo 

ceasefire cannot simpl 

revoked and war re-started 

terms of the ceasefire trea’ 
violated. Dr Rang 
comments, 'the standard vi 
international law-both 
academics and from state 
been that a ceasefire retur 
parties to a state of peace 
any prior right to use fo 
terminated. 


WHAT CONSTITUTES AMAT 
BREACH’? 
The short answer is t 
‘material breach’ is whate\ 
party to the treaty says the 
At the present time, it is g 
understood that a further’ 
breach’ of Iraq's disa 
obligations would have to 
of both verified deceit/om 
in the Iraqi weapons 
AND ‘a pattern of del 
outright refusal to provi 
to a site or an official’. (G 


27 Nov., p. 20) 


WHO CAN MAKE THE JUDGEMENT? 
It is for the party/parties to a 
treaty to decide whether or not 
there is a'material breach' of the 
treaty. If the 1991 ceasefire was 
between Iraq and the UN 
Security Council, then the 
judgement as to whether Iraq is 
living up to its obligations is up to 
the Security Council. Dr 
Rangwala points out that if the 
ceasefire was between Iraq and 
‘Kuwait and the Member States 
cooperating with Kuwait’, as 
Resolution 687 puts it, then 
Kuwait and all its allied States 
involved in the 1991 war (and not 
just Washington and London) 
would all have to decide 'by 
unanimous agreement' on the 
material breach (Article 60 of the 
Vienna Convention again). The 
only exceptions in the Convention 
are if one state is ‘specially 
affected' or if the breach 


‘radically changes the position of 


every party’ with respect to the 
treaty. Neither applies here. 
(Please note that neither the US 
nor UK has so far argued that 
the ceasefire is between Iraq and 
the entire Gulf War coalition’. For 
reasons that should now be clear.) 


DOES 'MATERIAL BREACH’ = 
‘AUTHORISATION FOR WAR’? 

The finding that Iraq is not 
complying with its disarmament 
obligations 'entitles' the Security 
Council to move on to state that 
Baghdad is in 'material breach’. 
There is nothing automatic about 
this process. The Security Council 
is ‘entitled’ to make this 
declaration, it is not obliged to do 
so. If the Security Council does 
declares Iraq in 'material breach’ 


of Resolution 687, this does not 
mean it is entitled to tear up the 
1991 ceasefire. Dr Rangwala 
comments, 'An example would be 
Israel's agreements with its 
neighbouring states in 1949 at 
Rhodes: no-one claimed that a 
violation of the terms of the 
armistice led to a "material 
breach" and a nullification of 
those agreements... neither 
parties to the dispute nor Security 
Council members said that 
because, say, Israel launched an 
attack on Egypt [in 1956], the 
armistice [ceasefire] agreement 
was now invalid, and Egypt would 
be entitled to resume the war on 
Israel.''A similar case would be 
between Israel and Lebanon/ 
Syria today: both sides' attacks on 
each other have been condemned 
as violations of the UN Charter, 
which would not be the case if 
armistices could still be 
suspended’ as was possible 
before the adoption of the UN 
Charter. 


THE ALLEGED PRE-EXISTING 
‘AUTHORISATION FOR WAR’ 

Resolution 687 is about the 
ceasefire. The supposed 
authorisation to begin fighting 
came earlier, in Resolution 678. 
Passed in Nov. 1990, this 
authorised States co-operating 
with the Government of Kuwait 
to use ‘all necessary means' to 
‘uphold and implement Security 
Council resolution 660 (1990) and 
all subsequent relevant resolutions 
and to restore international peace 
and security in the area’, In other 
words, to expel Iraq from Kuwait 
as required in Resolution 660 and 
all Resolutions passed between 
660 and 678. So the claimed 
‘authorisation’ to start a war in 
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2003 over Iraq's weapons of 
mass destruction (and actually 
aimed at the political leadership 
of the country), is based on a 
Resolution over twelve years old, 
which was aimed at the removal 
of Iraq from Kuwait, something 
accomplished in February 1991. 
Britain and the US claim that 
reference in Resolution 678 to 
Resolution 660 and ‘all subsequent 
relevant resolutions’ includes all 
Resolutions passed after 
Resolution 678, which authorised 
the use of ‘all necessary means' 
against Iraq on subjects the 
Security Council had not yet 
raised. Absurd. Also nonsensical 
is the suggestion that the Security 
Council intended that the phrase 
‘and to restore international peace 
and security’ to mean a continuing 
authorisation to use force against 
Iraq for disturbing 'international 
peace and security’. 


SUMMARY 

The US and Britain cannot 
unilaterally declare Iraq in 
‘material breach’ of its 
disarmament obligations. Even if 
the UN Security Council declares 
Iraq in 'material breach' of 
Resolution 687, there is no legal 
basis for a war against Iraq. The 
1991 ceasefire cannot be ripped 
up in 2003 to justify a new war, 
because the UN Charter has 
banned the use of force except 
in self- defence, or unless 
specifically authorised by the UN 
Security Council. The words 
‘material breach' are irrelevant to 
the legality of a new war on 
Iraq.O 

[Znet, January 17, 2003] 


NO MORE BLOOD FOR OIL 
The "opposition" that Bush backs 
Thugs, crooks and con men 


GrorcE W. BUSH claims 


that the U.S. government is going 
to war in Iraq "to liberate, not to 
conquer." But a quick look at the 
shadowy cast of characters that 
the White House want to help 
carry out "regime change" shows 
exactly what kind of "liberation" 
it has in mind. 

For four days in mid- 
December in London, more than 
300 representatives of the Iraqi 
"opposition" met at a conference 
that the White House and State 
Department hailed as "the 
broadest gathering ever convened 
of free Iraqis opposed to the 
tyrannical regime in Baghdad." 

How broad? Some groups 
represented at the gathering a call 
for a return of the Iraqi monarchy 
that was overthrown in 1958. 

Patrick Clawson, an analyst 
with the right-wing Washington 
Institute for Near East Policy 
made the Bush administration’s 
cynical calculations clear when 
he told a reporter: "I want to 
create the national story that 
Iraqis liberated themselves." 

The main group that the Bush 
administration has shoved into the 
spotlight is the Iraqi National 
Congress (INC), which poses as 
an umbrella organization bringing 
together several smaller groups. 
The INC is made up of wealthy 


Iraqi exiles based in London and 
Washington who are loyal to the 
U.S. but have few connections 
inside Iraq. 

Its leader, Ahmed Chalabi, is 
a crook. He fled Iraq in 1958, and 
had to leave Jordan in 1989, 
where he faces 32 years in prison 
for embezzling millions from a 
bank he once owned, Chalabi 
was made INC leader in 1992 
and continues to be a leading 
spokesperson for the 
organization, even though the 
State Department recently 
discovered that about half of the 
$4 million that it had given the 
group wasn’t properly accounted 
for. A delegate at a New York 
meeting of the INC last year said 
of Chalabi, "They say Saddam 
has 300 suits--well, this guy has 
400." 

Hard-liners like administration 
adviser Richard Perle have long 
supported the INC, despite its total 
inability to build any support 
among Iraqis. But establishment 
figures at the State Department 
and the CIA aren’t so sure. 

So last summer, they 
encouraged the formation of an 
alternative opposition grouping 
made up of Kurdish groups, the 
Iran-based Supreme Council for 
Islamic Revolution in Iraq and the 
Iraqi National Accord, which is 
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made up of former military 
officers and Ba’ ath party officials 
in exile. 

Despite these maneuvers. 
however, the Bush administration 
awarded the INC with $92 million 
to train fighters--money that it 
was originally promised by the 
Clinton administration as part of 
the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998. 

Earlier this month, Scotland’: 
Sunday Herald reported tha 
some 5,000 Iraqi oppositionists- 
many said to be exiles affiliatec 
with the INC--arrived a 
Hungary’s Taszar air base for 
intensive arms training anc 
combat practice. 

At the top of Washington’s lis’ 
to lead a new regime in Iraq are 
the ex-generals that the Bus} 
administration hopes might spark 
a rebellion inside the military 
They make for a frightening lis 
of war criminals. 

One is Gen. Nizar al-Khazraji 
Saddam Hussein’s chief of staf 
from 1980 to 1991. He was th 
field commander who led the 48 
hour chemical weapons attack i1 
1988 that poisoned and burnex 
5,000 Kurdish civilians in th 
northern town of Halabja. Ai 
eyewitness testified last year tha 
he kicked a Kurdish child to deat 
after his forces entered a villag 
during the height of the Iraq’ 


mpaign against the Kurds in 
88. 

Yet former senior State 
epartment official David Mack 
ys that al-Khazraji has "a good 
ilitary reputation" and "the right 
gredients" as a future leader in 
aq. However, al-Khazraji may 
- out of the running--since he 
as arrested by Danish police in 
ovember and is set to go on trial 
r war crimes. 

So Brigadier Gen. Najib al- 


Neelabh 


Salhi might get the nod. He 
commanded an armored division 
of Iraq’s Republican Guard in the 
Gulf War and helped to crush the 
uprising against the government 
regime that followed the war. Al- 
Salhi defected to the U.S. in 1995 
and is head of the CIA-sponsored 
Iraqi Free Officers Movement, a 
group of military exiles in the 
Washington suburbs. 

Then there’s Wafic al- 
Samarrai, the former head of Iraqi 


military intelligence living in 
London. His preference for 
regime change in Iraq is a "quick 
covert operation" by the CIA. 

Opposition figures disagree on 
any number of issues, But a 
couple things are certain. These 
thugs and businessmen are 
bought and sold by the U.S. And 
whatever "regime change" they 
bring about will only serve to 
silence the real opposition in Irag- 
-the ordinary Iraqis who will bear 
the brunt of U.S. bombs. 


(This article is from Socialist 
Worker, Jan 17, 2003) 


He flies faster than a speeding missile... | 


NO MORE BLOOD FOR OIL 
The West's long record of betrayal 
Will a U.S. war free the Kurds? 


Or ALL the reasons that the 


Bush administration has offered 
to justify its planned war on Iraq, 
perhaps the most cynical and 
hypocritical is that it wants to stop 
Saddam Hussein’s human rights 
violations. We’re regularly 
reminded that Saddam gassed and 
killed thousands of Iraqi Kurds in 
the village of Halabja in 1988. But 
as PHIL GASPER explains, 
Washington’s claims ring hollow. 

RIGHT NOW, it suits the U.S. 
government’s purposes to support 
the Kurds--in part because they 
have the only armed forces in Iraq 
opposed to the current regime. 
But Washington and the West 
have a long record of betraying 
the Kurdish people. 

The Kurds are the largest 
ethnic group in the world without 
their own country. Their total 
population is around 26 million-- 
with about half living in Turkey 
and most of the rest in Iran, Iraq 
and Syria. 

At the end of the First World 
War, when the Ottoman Empire 
in the Middle East collapsed, U.S. 
President Woodrow Wilson 
promised to create a Kurdish state 
within two years. This promise, 
however, was soon forgotten, as 
Western powers competed to 
control the region’s oil. 


British planes gassed and 
bombed Kurdish villages in Lraq 
in order to enforce the borders 
that the colonial rulers of London 
wanted. "I do not understand this 
squeamishness about the use of 
gas," said Winston Churchill, 
Britain’s war secretary at the 
time. "I am strongly in favor of 
using poisoned gas against 
uncivilized tribes." 

Meanwhile, the Turkish 
government brutally repressed 
Kurds living in its territory, 
denying them freedom of 
language and culture. This 
violated international treaties, but 
the Western powers supported the 
Turks, who were seen as a vital 
ally in preventing the spread of 
the Russian revolution. 

At the end of the Second 
World War, Kurds in northern Iran 
briefly set up their own republic. 
But the government in Tehran 
soon crushed this experiment, 
with the backing of the U.S. and 
Britain. 

In the early 1970s, as tensions 
between Iran and its neighbor 
Iraq increased, U.S. Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger agreed to 
support a plan devised by the 
Shah of Iran to encourage an 
uprising by Kurds in Iraq. By 
1975, Kissinger had secretly 
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channeled $16 million in milit: 
aid to the Kurds, who beliey 
that Washington was fina 
supporting their right to se 
determination. 

But the following year, ' 
House Select Committee 
Intelligence issued the Pike rep 
which revealed that the U 
never had any intention 
supporting a Kurdish sta 
"Documents in the Committe 
possession clearly show that 
President [Richard Nixon], 
Kissinger and the foreign heac 
state [the Shah of Iran] hoped t 
our clients [the Kurds] would 
prevail," the report conclud 
"They preferred instead that 
insurgents simply continue a le 
of hostilities sufficient to sap 
resources of our all 
neighboring country [Iraq]. 1 
policy was not imparted to 
clients, who were encourage: 
continue fighting." 

After Iran and Iraq resol 
their border dispute at the | 
OPEC summit, however, the | 
government was told that | 
support for the Kurds would 1 
be withdrawn. The Ire 
immediately launched 
aggressive campaign aga 
Kurdish rebels. "The insurg 
were clearly taken by surpr 


le congressional = report 
counted. "Their adversaries, 
nowing of the impending aid cut- 
ff, launched an all-out search- 
nd-destroy campaign the day 
fter the agreement [with Iran] 
as signed. "The autonomy 
lovement was over, and our 
yrmer clients scattered before 
ie [Iraqi] central government’s 
Iperior forces." 

As Iraq wiped out the 
smaining rebels, the Kurdish 
~ader Mustafa Barzani sent a 
lessage to Kissinger. "Our 
1ovement and people are being 
estroyed in an unbelievable way, 
‘ith silence from everyone," 
jarzani said. "We feel, your 
xcellency, that the United States 
as a moral and political 
sponsibility towards our people, 
ho have committed themselves 

your country’s policy." 
issinger, however, thought 
herwise, and sent no reply. 

According to the Pike report, 

ver 200,000 refugees managed 

escape into Iran. Once there 

wever, neither the United 
ates nor Iran extended 
equate humanitarian 
sistance. In fact, Iran was later 
forcibly return over 40,000 of 
e refugees, and the United 
ates government refused to 
mit even one refugee into the 
nited States by way of political 
ylum, even though they 
alified for such admittance." 

As usual, Kissinger had no 
uble justifying this cold-hearted 
havior. "Covert action," he 
plained to a congressional 
ffer, "should not be confused 
th missionary work." As the 
ke report concluded, "Even in 

context of covert actions, ours 


was a cynical enterprise." 

This cynicism continued into 
the 1980s, when, after the Iranian 
revolution that overthrew the 
Shah, the U.S. began supporting 
Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq- 
-even after Baghdad used 
chemical weapons in its war on 
Iran. 

During the course of the war, 
both Iran and Iraq carried out 
brutal massacres of their own 
Kurdish populations. In 1988, as 
the war was winding down, the 
Iraqi army carried out its 
murderous and now infamous gas 
attacks on rebellious Kurdish 
villages, which it accused of aiding 
Iran. 

In response, some members 
of Congress called for an end to 
U.S. military aid to Iraq and other 
mild sanctions. But these 
measures were vigorously 
opposed by both the Reagan and 
Bush administrations, which 
called them "premature" and 
"misguided." 

It was only after Iraq’s 
invasion of Kuwait in 1990 that 
Washington’s concern for 
Kurdish rights suddenly 
reappeared--during the build-up to 
the last Gulf War. George Bush 
Sr. proclaimed that Saddam 
Hussein was the new Hitler and 
said that the U.S. was fighting to 
free the Iraqi population. 

But at the end of the war, 
when Shia Muslims in the South 
and Kurds in the North rebelled 
against the regime, the U.S. 
abandoned them--even permitting 
the Iraqi military to use helicopter 
gunships to crush the 
insurrections. Washington 
preferred a unified Iraq under 
Saddam to successful rebellions 
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that would have split the country 
and strengthened Iran. 

After the war, the U.S. and 
Britain unilaterally established no- 
fly zones in the North and South 
of Iraq, claiming that these were 
intended to protect the Kurds and 
the Shias. But the real reason for 
the no-fly zones was to box in 
Saddam--in the hope that he 
would be replaced by a more 
compliant dictator. 

Although Kurds in northern 
Iraq have taken the opportunity 
to establish a degree of autonomy 
for themselves, the area is far 
from a safe haven. The U.S. 
permits the Turkish military to 
cross the border and kill Kurdish 
rebels whenever it pleases. 

Though Washington 
condemns Iraq for its treatment 
of the Kurds, it has supported 
Turkey’s equally brutal repression 
of its own Kurdish population, 
where more than 30,000 Kurds 
have been killed in the past two 
decades. 

The U.S. may tolerate Kurdish 
autonomy in northern Iraq for the 
time being. But it refuses to 
recognize the Kurds’ right to a 
state in the region, because that 
could weaken allies such as 
Turkey, making it more difficult 
for Washington to maintain 
control. 

Weak leadership and 
antagonisms between competing 
factions have greatly weakened 
the Kurdish struggle for freedom. 
But after a century of Western 
betrayals, one thing is sure--the 
Kurdish people must rely on their 
own struggle, not Washington’s 
false promises, to win liberation. 

(This article is from Socialist 
Worker, Jan 17, 2003) 


THE BUSH DOCTRINE: UNRESTRAINED 
EMPIRE BUILDING 


The Bush Doctrine set out 
in his "U.S. National Security 
Strategy" speech ( September 20, 
2002 ) promotes a "single 
sustainable model for success" — 
the United States through 
unlimited, unilateral, offensive ( 
"pre-emptive" ) wars. While 
couched in the language of 
"defense" and "liberty" the Bush 
doctrine is an extreme departure 
from the previous Truman 
doctrine of "containment" ( 
limiting Soviet influence ), and 
even the Reagan doctrine of "roll 
back", (reversing Soviet 
influence). The Bush doctrine is 
based on undefined conspiratorial 
enemies "shadowy networks of 
individuals" who "overlap" with 
states and who are planning an 
"imminent" attack, based on 
dangerous technologies. 

The scope and depth of 
political threats by Bush 
encompass the whole world, 
exactly the target of imperial 
policy — global conquest. 

In most of his speeches — and 
those of Rumsfeld and the rest 
of the imperial gang — Bush 
makes clear to his listeners the 
imperialist starting point of U.S. 
politics: " Today, the United States 
enjoys a position of unparalleled 
military strength and political 
influence... we seek ...to create 
a balance of power that favors 
human freedom" (read U.S. 
empire ). By definition any 
country — big or small — which 


fails to accept or support U.S. 
imperial conquest becomes an 
enemy: the U.S. will persuade 
countries to support U.S. empire 
building "by convincing or 
compelling states to accept their 
sovereign responsibilities." 
Washington's violent and vitriolic 
attacks on German Chancellor 
Schroeder's opposition to a U.S. 
war against Iraq is a recent 
example. 

Washington's totalitarian 
vision of world conquest through 
offensive wars, is defended by 
extremely irrational logic: "weak 
states...can pose as great a 
danger to our national interest as 
strong states." Afghanistan and 
Iraq did not bomb the U.S. — it 
was the other way around. 

The Bush Doctrine speaks of 
emerging threats linked to 
dangerous technologies" and cites 
9/11. The hijackers used $2 dollar 
plastic box cutters -- $38 dollars 
of high technology — to seize 
airliners and crash them into the 
Towers and the Pentagon. 

The Bush doctrine does not 
target active terrorists with 
weapons intent on causing harm. 
It plans to destroy "plans" and 
"emerging threats". "Plans" refers 
to discussions, ideas, debates — 
not to actions or even the securing 
of weapons. In other words, U.S. 
destruction of "emerging threats” 
means license to assassinate any 
“"tadical" associated with 
“dangerous technologies” — watch 
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out what you say when you ; 
shaving. 

More seriously, the Bu 
doctrine states that threats 
"economic freedom" — the fail 
neo-liberal economic system - 
one of the key values which 1 
U.S. will militarily defend throu 
an offensive war. This part of 1 
doctrine has specific relevar 
for Latin America where U 
"economic freedom" h 
devastated the lives a 
aspirations of hundreds of millic 
of people. Instead of recognizi 
how "economic freedom" in La 
America has led to pover 
authoritarianism and insecur 
the Bush doctrine reduc 
"regional conflict" to a probl 


_ with "drug cartels" and "terror: 


and extremist groups” and ref 
to U.S. military intervention 
Colombia as a model. T 
resurgence of popular social 
electoral movements 

Argentina, Bolivia, Bra; 
Venezuela and elsewhere wh 
reject U.S. domination and 
client states puts the lie to Bu: 
assertion that "in the West 
Hemisphere we have forn 
flexible coalitions with count 
that share our prioriti 
particularly Mexico, Bra: 
Canada, Chile and Colomb 
Below the level of certain "fore 
ministries”, the great majorit 
Latin Americans reject 
priorities — as the 10 mill 
Brazilians who voted agai 


ALCA, the majority of the 
Mexican Congress which rejects 
support for the U.S. war against 
Iraq, and the several hundreds of 
thousands who joined a general 
strike against the Uribe/IMF 
austerity plan demonstrated. 

The Doctrine speaks to 
consultation, allied cooperation 
and freedom — yet in the same 
document it makes over a dozen 
assertions of the "right" to 
unilateral action. It speaks to 
"allied cooperation" yet 
Washington venomously attacks 
France and Germany, NATO 
allies, for not supporting the war. 
The Doctrine talks’ of 
"consultation" yet it rejects the 
near unanimous voice of the 
United Nations supporting the 
return of weapons inspectors. 
The Doctrine claims to support 
an "independent and democratic 
Palestine" yet abstains from a 
United Nations resolution calling 
on Israel to desist from bombing 
Arafat's headquarters. 

The Bush Doctrine combines 
the rhetoric of freedom and 
coalition building, and consultation 
and peace with the preparations 
for war, unilateral action and 
conquest. The Bush Doctrine 
explicitly warns European 
competitors and critics; Russia 
and China not to challenge U.S. 
efforts to build a world empire. 
The Doctrine warns China's 
leaders to make the right "choices 
about the character of their state" 
and to avoid "pursuing advanced 
military capabilities". To the 
Russians and Europeans the 
octrine "reaffirms the essential 
ole of American (sic ) military 
trength. We must build and 
aintain our defenses (sic ) 
eyond challenge." A warning 


directed explicitly at the "renewal 
of old patterns of great power 
competition." The Bush Doctrine 
goes beyond flaunting U-S. 
military power as a form of 
political blackmail to competitors, 
it is the justification for a series 
of wars, each built around the 
explicit promise "that offense is 
the best defense". The Doctrine's 
extremism is found in its embrace 
of offensive wars, and its explicit 
commitment to, not only defend 
the current boundaries of the 
Empire though client regimes, but 
to extend the geopolitical, military 
and political boundaries to 
conquer and exploit new " 
strategic regions". 

What has been the outcome 
of Washington's extremism, its 
irrational war mongering and 
paranoiac threats"? Because of 
Shroeder's defiance. of 
Washington and because of 
Rumsfeld's vituperative attack, he 
won the election. In Bolivia, the 
U.S. Ambassador's intervention 
in the Presidential elections, 
doubled the popular vote for the 
anti-imperialist MAS Party. 
Washington's threat of unilateral 
war against Iraq has aroused 
greater opposition in the streets, 
parliaments 
and UN than 
any event in 
aac. 6 tt 
history. Out 
Of ll top 
officials in 
the Bush 
Administration 
dealing with 
oe t it fi 
America, 8 
are Cuban 
exiles - 
profoundly 
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hostile to Cuba. Yet 700 U.S. 
business, agricultural producers 
and politicians participated in the 
Food Fair in Havana and the U.S. 
Congress narrowly failed to end 
the travel ban. While Bush 
prepares for war, recent polls 
show that two out of three U.S. 
citizens think the domestic 
economic issues are more 
important than the war. The ultra- 
imperialist policies enunciated in 
the Bush doctrine are a real threat 
to all of humanity. Apart from 
Israel and its lobby in the U.S. 
and the extreme warlords in the 
Government, there is limited 
support for the Bush Doctrine and 
the invasion of Iraq largely 
because of personal fear that the 
war will have a catastrophic 
impact on the economy and 
provoke new and greater 
violence. It is important to criticize 
and reject the immediate threats 
posed by the Bush Doctrine but 
it is also important to recognize 
and oppose the imperialist system 
and militarist governing class 
which sustains it.O 
[September 
Rebelion] 
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HOW THE EMPIRE WORKS: 
THE SECOND TRACK 


Introduction 


Th the past year U.S. empire 


building has largely focused on 
military conquest, threats 
of regional wars and a 
massive enlargement of 
clandestine military and 
intelligence operations. 
Particularly since the 
war and occupation of 
Afghanistan, the 
imminent attack on Iraq 
and the failed military 
coup in Venezuela, the 
military track in U.S. 
policy has been foremost 
in public debate. 
However, U.S. policy 
operates on two tracks, 
the military and the 
political-diplomatic to 
expand and consolidate 
imperial power. Even 
today while the media 
and pundits focus on 
U.S. war preparations, 
on an everyday basis on 
many of the crucial 
issues of the day, U.S. 
diplomats, intelligence 
Operatives and agency 
heads are active in 
intimidating, bribing, and 
pressuring would- be 
adversaries into accepting and 
collaborating with U.S. 
imperialism or at the least 


refraining from criticizing it. 
Numerous cases come to mind in 
recent days. To sabotage the 
operation of the International 
Court of Justice, which the U.S. 
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opposed, Washington diplomats 
have successfully pressured a 
number of countries into signing 
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bilateral agreements providing 
impunity to U.S. soldiers in their 
country. The list includes 
Rumania, Argentina, Colombia, 
England (and of course Israel. 
which jumped at the 
chance to gain 
impunity for its wat 
criminals) and the list 
is lengthening. 

U.S. diplomats 
were able to preven! 
the EU and othe 
member states from 
passing any significan' 
resolutions on any 
major problems 
including fossil fue 
targets, globa 
warming, and poverty 
reduction at the 
Johannesburg globa 
meeting. In relation tc 
recent adverss 
decisions by the Worl« 
Trade Organizatior 
concerning U.S. trad 
practices, trad 
officials and diplomat 
have threatene 
European and othe 
diplomats with dir 
consequences if the 
actually implemen 
WTO approve 
sanctions. Th 
Europeans have refrained fror 
implementing the ruling. It is clez 
that empire building operates o 


/ 
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inter-related tracks in which 
tical and economic threats are 
d to subordinate allied 
jpetitors as well as clients 
1ys backed by military power 
military force or threats 
nst perceived adversaries. 
rhe political-diplomatic track 
lso used to co-opt and/or 
strain opposition within client 
ntries, particularly an 
osition which has converted 
1a popular insurgency to legal 
toralist politics. The process 
vhich the diplomatic channel 
ates to silence or limit legal 
osition is evident in a recent 
national conference 
inized to discuss and debate 
} Colombia and U.S. Policy 
its implications for Latin 
erica. The conference took 
e in El Salvador, July 20-22, 
| and was sponsored by the 
osophy Department of the 
ersity of El Salvador and was 
duled to occur at a 
erence hall at the University. 


Operation of the Diplomatic 


ne of the principle aims of 
seas U.S. political offices at 
Embassy is to convert 
sition political leaders into 
s of Washington. The 
iques include convincing 
to turn from mass-based 
t action (whether armed or 
to electoral politics. The 
ssy offers these leaders 
ity for separation from the 
struggles for basic socio- 
mic changes. With legality 
stitutional commitments, the 
sition politicians are 
rable to further Embassy 


pressures to avoid direct attacks 
on U.S. policy. 

In countering opposition, the 
Embassy utilizes its local and 
overseas political assets to bolster 
the political position of 
Washington — thus avoiding direct 
confrontation and making it 
appear that the debate is between 
national or regional adversaries. 

In our case study of U.S. 
diplomatic intervention to 
undermine the conference in E] 
Salvador, Embassy officials 
combined several of the above- 
mentioned techniques to 
undermine the effectiveness of 
the conference. 

Contrary to Washington 
propaganda it is more concerned 
with political manipulation to 
impose uniformity in support of 
Washington's political line then in 
the free and open debate of ideas. 

This essay draws on an 
extended memorandum (to be 
referred to as the MEMO in the 
text) issued form the U.S. 
embassy in El Salvador in July 
2001 secured via the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

The first point to make is that 
the Embassy characterized the 
event as an organized propaganda 
exercise despite the academic 
setting and the presence of 
several prominent Nobel Prize 
recipients (Jose Saromago and 
Adolfo Perez Esquivel), the 
President of the World Council of 
Churches (Bishop Pagura from 
Argentina), the then President of 
the Algerian Parliament (Ahmed 
Ben Bella) and two well-known 
Professors from Mexico and the 
U.S. — Heinz Dieterich and 
James Petras. The sponsors 
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included the Forabundo Marti 
National Liberation (FMLN) 
party, the main opposition party 
and a host of local foundations and 
U.S. NGOs. 

According to the memo, an 
Embassy political offices (Poloff) 
"spoke frankly and forcefully... 
to FMLN members that the press 
release (critical of the U.S.) was 
inflammatory rhetoric and there 
would be two serious costs if the 
conference proceeded in this 
fashion". Among the serious costs 
to the FMLN, Poloff mentioned 
that the "FMLN would damage 
its own image, showing that it 
preferred outdated U.S.- basking 
to responsible discussion of 
serious issues". Putting the 
FMLN official (Eugenion Chicus, 
the FMLN advisor for foreign 
affairs committee in the 
legislature on the defensive, the 
latter noted that the FMLN could 
not control what other participants 
said. Poloff insisted that "as an 
organizer the FMLN showed 
responsibility expressed” and he 
went o to warn "if it did not 
distance itself from inflammatory 
rhetoric, it tacitly associated itself 
with those comments". 

Several important issues are 
raised by this memo. First that the 
Embassy clearly threatens a 
political party with reprisals — 
serious costs — which implies a 
reversion to illegality since the 
embassy official claims that its 
image (as a legal electoral party) 
was damaged by reverting to 
outdated U.S.-bashing (a 
reference to the anti-imperialist 
politics of the FMLN when it 
represented the popular 
insurgency. 


The Embassy's use of violent, 
hyperbolic rhetoric to refer to the 
dissenting views of the Nobel 
Prize winners, bishop and 
academics as a means of 
discrediting the conference is a 
technique designed to remind the 
FMLN that a condition for U.S. 
tolerance is that it desist from 
systematic criticism of U.S. 
empire building. 

U.S. strategy was based on 
pressuring the FMLN to drop the 
critical orientation of the 
conference and to operate with 
the parameters dictated by the 
embassy. 

Washington's claim to favor a 
responsible discussion of serious 
issues is a simple propaganda ploy, 
appealing to the FMLN legislative 
advisers non-confrontational style 
as a minority in the Salvadorian 
congress. In reality the Embassy 
he designed its own strategy to 
counter the conference and its 
coverage by the major news 
network. The embassy went to 
work to recruit "friendly" 
Colombian journalists and 
politicians to "ensure that the U.S. 
point of view is 
articulated"(memo). The strategy 
was to find respectable Colombian 
journalists and a "reasonable 
voice from the left" in El Salvador 
to the U.S. to meet with officials 
form the government and writers 
from right-wing think tanks, to 
provide them with the arguments 
then presumably bring them back 
to El Salvador to counter the 
conference. Among the persons 
who would influence the 
respectable Colombian journalist 
listed as Eduardo Torres anchor 
on three television channels and 


columnist for the conservative 
Colombian daily El Diaric de Hoy 
— was one Francisco Santos, one 
of the owners of Bogota's largest 
daily newspaper El Tiempo, who 
the U.S. Embassy assumed would 
present the U.S. point of view. 
Whether Santos was an asset of 
U.S. intelligence is not clear, but 
today he is the Vice President of 
Colombia under President Uribe 
— past and present organizer of 
paramilitary death squads. 

The Embassy's search for a 
"reasonable voice from the Left" 
is a common ploy, in which 
individuals with some background 
on the Left and some mild 
criticisms of the existing order are 
co-opted to do the dirty work of 
discrediting prestigious critics as 
those invited to the conference. 
Using their self-proclaimed 
credentials as "human rights" 
activists they spend most of their 
time attacking the Left and 
praising the rhetorical concerns of 
Washington. Their views are 
amplified: as the memo states "we 
could follow up with telepress 
conferences between journalists 
and public and private sector 
Colombian specialists. In addition 
Post (an embassy operative) will 
make sure that media and 
interested contacts" are informed. 


Conclusion 

The Embassy was not 
successful in preventing the 
meeting, but it did pressure the 
University to cancel the use of the 
University meeting hall at the last 
minute and limiting media 
coverage beyond the several 


hundred that attended the 
meeting. 
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The two-track strates 
evidently an impor 
component of empire buildit 
the E] Salvadorian conte: 
included Track 1, the mil 
intervention of the 1980s an 
killing of over 75 
Salvadorians, followed by 1 
2, the so-called peace acc 
the legalization of the FML} 
the pressure and co-opt: 
tactics. The two-track stré 
relies heavily on "pers 
contacts", threats to rescind 
status and ambassad: 
"goodwill", and in some cast 
co-optation of reasonable Le 
who have access to the medi 
who can be used to discred 
Left. 

The challenge for the L 
to focus their opposition on 
tracks: to oppose militarizati 
well as the diplomatic-pol 
intimidation and co-optatior 
Left must reject the img 
rhetoric that labels " 
imperialism" as "out-moded' 
speaks of reasonable con 
for human rights while eng 
in a worldwide campaij 
violate them. Empire-build 
an integral process wv 
combines violence and diplo 
repression and co-optation - 
are not "good diplomats” anc 
militarist" they work in tat 
as a term promoting the 
imperial goals: they are n 
parallel tracks — the two | 
converge in a world whe 
voices of resistance are sil 
by violence and "reaso 
voices from the Left.O 


[September 10, 2002) 
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Ti the year since 9/11 the 
ush Administration has been 
gaged in a massive, second 
fort to impose a New World 
rder which Bush's father 
tempted in the aftermath of the 
91 Gulf War a decade earlier. 
) understand the current 
dministration's effort at empire 
ilding it is essential to locate it 
storically, particularly in the 
mtext of the previous decade 
d the failed effort of Bush's 
ther and the limited imperial 
lvances of the Clinton 
esidency. 

The second part of the essay 
Il present a theoretical and 
jalytical framework for 
derstanding the particularities 
empire building in the new 
llennium, particularly the big 
sh in the year following 9/11. 
is section will then be followed 
a discussion of the new 
mes, policies and strategic 
als enunciated and their 
lication to specific regions. 
is requires an elaboration of the 
er-relation between empire 
Iding and the particularities of 
Bush regime and the changing 
ure of U.S. capitalism. The 
cluding section will focus on 
internal political and economic 
tradictions of the second 
rt at creating a New World 
er as well as the new 
rnational context, particularly 

conflicts with allies- 
petitors in the European 
ion and mass popular 


Nine Eleven: One year 
of empire building 


movements in Latin America, the 
Middle East and Europe. 

Historical Context for 
Changes One Year After 9/11 

The key to understanding the 
changes in the year since 9/11 is 
the second effort to build a New 
World Order, one that Bush 
(senior) and the Clinton regime 
envisioned but were not able to 
successfully impose. 

New World Order One 
according to a high level strategy 
paper prepared for top officials 
GF? thne’ ~ Bush © (senior) 
Administration envisioned a world 
in which the U.S. would be able 
to dominate its European and 
Japanese allies, isolate its 
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adversaries and sustain its client 
regimes. The U.S. would be the 
undisputed world power capable 
of securing absolute control over 
strategic resources and a 
privileged place in the world 
market ("Defense Planning 
Guidance for the Fiscal Years 
1994-99", New York Times, 
March 8, 1992, p. 14). Written in 
the first flush of the military 
victory in the Gulf War, the 
document projected’ the 
conjunctural U.S. dominated 
military coalition as the basis for 
stable, long-term empire building. 
As was predictable (Empire or 
Republic, Petras and Morley 
1995), the New World Order 


failed to materialize. The wartime 
alliance weakened, boycotts of 
adversaries were undermined, 
and while the empire advanced 
in the Balkans, it was challenged 
in the Middle East, Latin America 
and in the streets of Europe and 
the U.S. Iraq was accepted in the 
pan-Islamic councils, OPEC, 
while most of Europe, and 
practically all the Arab and 
Muslim countries opposed U.S. 
military aggression. Iran and 
Libya developed diplomatic and 
economic ties to Europe, Middle 
Eastern countries, Africa and 
Japan. The European Union 
improved its competitive position 
by penetrating Eastern Europe 
and Russia, outbidding U.S. firms 
in Latin America and the Middle 
East while overseas Chinese 
capital gained a big slice of the 
Chinese market. International 
protests beginning in Seattle and 
expanding throughout the world 
challenged the U.S. and European 
dominated World Trade 
Organization, and their plans to 
divide up the world economy. 
Even in the U.S., the public 
reyected Bush and his vision of a 
"New World Order" (NWO) 
voting for Clinton, mistakenly 
thinking that he would turn to 
rebuilding (rather than destroying) 
the social safety net. In place of 
a U.S.-centered NWO, public 
pressure and mass movements 
successfully pressured for 
international controls on corporate 
pollution, restrictions on the use 
of land mines, disarmament 
agreements and limitations of 
corporate exploitation of Third 


World labor. The Palestinian 
intifada, the advance of the 
Colombia guerrillas and the crises 
in the neo-liberal client states 
further weakened the notion of a 
N.W.O. Internally the crash of 
the speculative economy, 
particularly the IT sector in the 
early 21st century, certainly 
weakened the attractiveness and 
centrality of the U.S. as an 
investor haven. While Clinton was 
able to expand the Empire into the 
Balkans via the war against 
Yugoslavia, conquer Kosova, and 
dominate Macedonia, and in the 
course recreate a U.S.-led war 
coalition, the gains took place in 
non- strategic regions with 
greater geo-military than 
economic significance. 

9/11 was the starting point for 
re-launching the second version 
of the N.W.O. The differences 
between N.W.O. I and II are 
found in the "lessons" drawn by 
the strategists from the failure of 
the first attempt and the writings 
of Brzezinski (Brzezinski 1997). 
Many of the same members of 
Bush senior's team were in the 
second Bush Administration. The 
major lesson drawn by the 
empire- builders from the earlier 
failure was that one could not 
assume the loyalty of allies, that 
the earlier, Gulf War did not go 
far enough (the conquest of 
Baghdad, occupation of the oil 
wells -— complete direct 
colonization) and that the war 
was too "localized" and "time- 
bound." 

In launching the new empire- 
building project, the Bush 
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Administration took decisive st 
to destroy all restraints on | 
exercise of power, blami 
international treaties and hum 
rights legislation for the failure 
N.W.O.I. In systematic fashi 
in the months prior to 9/11 4 
the launching N.W.O.II, the Bu 
Administration abrogated 1 
Kyoto Agreement, the anti-mis: 
agreement, the Internatiot 
Court and numerous otl 
accords. The purpose of th 
unilateral actions was to cre 
optimal conditions to favor L 
MNCs, to engage in wars 
conquest and to expand milit 
operations. There were seve 
domestic restraining factors t 
had to be overcome in orde! 
launch N.W.O.II. The Br 
Administration was a mino: 
presidency-based = on 
questionable voter count. ~ 
domestic economy was mire 
a recession. The stock mar 
was falling and the trade def 
was growing. Against this, 
Bush Administration could cc 
on the precedent of Clint 
Balkan Wars, rationalized 
Humanitarian Intervention, : 
building block for new mili 
invasions. Secondly, the influet 
Israeli lobby, solidly behind 
ultra-rightwing Sharon regi 
could be counted on to back 
U.S. military attack, particu 
against any Arab or Mu 
regime critical of Is 
Moreover, Sharon's use of " 
terrorism" to justify massive 
terrorism would fit nicely 
Washington's empire buil 
Strategy. 


The N.W.O.II needed a 
gger event that would overcome 
e domestic restraints, shock 
lies into subordination, and 
stify unilateral U.S. military 
tervention: 9/11 fit the bill. 
hrough skillful mass media 
lagery, repeated endlessly 
roughout the world, a localized 
rrorist incident was transformed 
to a world- significant event — 
hich in turn was used as the 
isis for launching a real 
orldwide military crusade, 
hose ultimate goal was a 
.W.O.LL. On October 7, 2001 
e€ new, more virulent empire- 
1ilding project was launched. 
fghanistan was bombed on the 
isis of tendentious arguments: 
at the terrorists of 9/11 were 
rected by Bin Laden, and Al 
aeda and Afghanistan the 
untry in which he resided were 
timately responsible. 
fghanistan's request for 
gotiations, and offer to turn Bin 
den over to the U.S. if 
idence was provided, was 
jected outright. The N.W.O.II 
uld not bother with mere 
sonable offers when a higher 
son was afoot; a worldwide 
pire building enterprise. 

The mass propaganda media 
yed a major role in support of 
W.O.II — a deeply ideological 
ort. From the moment that the 
sh Administration announced 
en-ended “anti-terrorist war" 
ainst a vorldwide terrorist 
spiracy that threatened every 
sport vehicle, public or private 
ilding, each and every city, town 
village, the mass media in 


every locale magnified and 
repeated the message. President 
Bush was transformed from a 
minority President into the father 
and protector of the Nation, and 
entitled to restrict freedoms, to 
spend endless sums on the military 
and intelligence and to engage in 
unlimited warfare. 

The events of 9/11 effectively 
secured the ascendancy of the 
military empire builders in foreign 
policy and the pre-eminence of 
the crony capitalists embodied in 
Enron in domestic policy. 


Theoretical and Analytical 
Framework 

Imperialism Lenin wrote was 
the final stage of capitalism, in 
which gigantic fusions between 
competing cartels of bankers and 
industrialists would set the stage 
for a final showdown between 


capital and labor on world stage.’ 


World political- economy since 9/ 
11 exhibits some of the 
fundamental characteristics 
described by the Russian 
revolutionary, many the result of 
large-scale historical tendencies 
preceding the terrorist event. The 
methodological difficulty in 
discussing the evolving structures, 
policies and events one year after 
9/11 is precisely to recognize that 
much of what emerged "full 
blown" in the year since 9/11 has 
present on a less virulent form 
over the past several decades. It 
is important, in evaluating and 
analyzing the nature and 
processes since 9/11 to note these 
continuities in processes and 
structures as a benchmark to be 
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able to understand the past year. 

To start with, since the end of 
World War Two, Washington 
expanded its military, economic, 
political presence around the 
world via its multi-national 
corporations, banks, military 
interventions, wars and bases. 
Imperial expansion was not a 
linear process, rather it was a 
period of stop and go, aggressive 
push and forced (temporary) 
retreat. 

The decade preceding 9/1] 
combined an_ explosive 
combination of military conquests, 
wars, large-scale speculative 
expansion, pillage and a relative 
decline in political-diplomatic 
influence in key sectors of the 
world economy. 

While Washington was able to 
control Iraqi airspace and one 
third of its territory via Kurdish 
client regime it was not able to 
overthrow or isolate the Saddam 
Hussein regime. Iraq recovered 
its position in international 
organizations — OPEC, the 
Islamic organizations, relations 
with many key Gulf States — and 
open or barely "covert" trade 
relations with European, Middle 
Eastern and even U.S.-owned 
multi- nationals. The same decline 
of U.S. influence was evident in 
the cases of Iran, Libya, Sudan 
and Palestine — each country 
cither broke the U.S. boycott or 
in the case of Palestine, was 
engaged in a major confrontation 
with Israel the principal U.S. ally 
in the region. Likewise armed 
Islamic groups engaged in 
successful attacks on major U.S. 


diplomatic and military targets in 
Sub-Sahara Africa and the 
Middle East. The U.S. in turn, 
advanced its presence in the 
Balkans conquering Kosova and 
establishing client regimes in 
Macedonia, and _ Serbian 
Yugoslavia. Clearly Washington's 
empire was expanding in strategic 
military areas and losing ground 
in strategic economic regions. 

Latin America remained 
contested terrain. Almost all 
regimes were loyal clients of the 
U.S., facilitating and promoting 
large-scale, long-term pillage; 
while at the sub- national level, 
class and national anti-imperialist 
and class-ethnic movements were 
gaining strength, particularly in 
Colombia, Argentina, Bolivia and 
Venezuela. In the latter case, the 
nationalist foreign policy of 
President Chavez, particularly 
important as a key U.S. oil 
supplier, drew special attention 
from Washington's destabilization 
experts. 

Internally severe economic 
strains and a political legitimacy 
crises, weakened the foundations 
of the global empire. The 
speculative bubble burst and the 
"new economy" went into a steep 
decline carrying in its wake 
hundreds of billions of dollars in 
investor losses. The elections of 
2000 were decided by electoral 
fraud and a partisan judicial 
decision, handing victory to a 
minority president without a 
mandate to rule. Illegitimacy of 
the Presidency was a serious 
problem in managing and 
expanding the empire. The 


internal political and economic 
constraints on empire building — 
a weak Presidential mandate and 
a severely weakened and 
recessive economy — ran 
contrary to the ultra-empire 
building ideology of the leading 
voices in the Bush Administration 
—Rumsfeld, Cheney, Wolfowitz, 
Rice, etc. There was an obvious 
need for a dramatic "trigger event" 
which would allow the Bush 
regime to overcome these internal 
constraints and re-launch his 
father's vision of a New World 
Order dominated by the U.S. 

The event was 9/11 and the 
circumstances preceding it, 
indicate widespread 
foreknowledge among allies and 
top officials in the Bush 
Administration that a major attack 
on U.S. installations was in the 
works. 

The events and U.S. 
responses to 9/11 revived the 
vision of a New World Order, and 
resulted in far-reaching domestic 
and foreign policy measures in 
pursuit of it. Three lessons were 
learned from the failed quest of 
Bush's father. Empire building 
cannot be based on shared 
decision-making with European 
or Asian allies. Only unilateral 
decision-making will build a 
unique U.S. empire. Secondly, a 
world empire requires continual 
wars, without limits to time and 
place, which lead to conquest and 
occupation, and not merely the 
military defeat of an adversary (as 
Bush's father's defeat of 
Hussein) who can arise from the 
ashes. An ideology which 
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mobilizes continuous pub! 
support for permanent war h 
to be elaborated to avoid the e 
of support and a return of pub 
attention to the domestic cris 
and the discredit of the regim« 
such as happened to Bush seni 
following the Gulf War, and | 
electoral defeat in the midst of t 
recession of 1991- 92 (Fure 
1994). 

There are two types 
imperial appeals; one th 
mobilizes public identification w 
empire, based on race or natior 
superiority, and overseas colon 
employment opportunities such 
took place during 19th and ea 
20th century Europe 
colonialism. The second imper 
ideology designed to secu 
domestic support is not based 
national affirmation as much 
national paranoia, cultivated a 
promoted by the state a 
magnified by the mass med 
The Bush regime's anti-terror 
propaganda campaign, focuses 
a world-wide terrorist conspire 
always on the verge of attacki 
any location in the USS. ( 
overseas) any individual, at a 
time. This has served to unite 1 
country behind the permans 
world-wide empire-buildi 
project. 

A whole series of institutio 
Homeland Security, police st 
decrees, executive a 
Congressional legislation (: 
Patriot Act) and vast increa 
in military, intelligence and pol 
spending on surveillance < 
control have created 
generalized sense of m. 


curity and public willingness 
ipport the new authoritarian 
sures and the overseas 
tary intervention, 
hological terror domestically 
inforced by widespread and 
rary attacks on domestic 
nic institutions and Arab 
igrants or Arab-American 
‘iduals — "demonstrating" to 
shtened public that terrorists 
close to home. 
he political changes since 9/ 
ing to bear some of the main 
acteristics 
rlying U.S. 
ical culture 
nstitutions: 
eassertion 
e Imperial 
idency of 
Cold War 
h paranoid 
of politics 
iscent of 
cCarthy- 
an era, an 
ansive 
ry police 
apparatus 
ar to the 
J. Edgar 
er and an ideology of 
nent warfare comparable 
rld-wide anti-communist 
es of the past half century. 
s unique in the present/past 
s the combination of all 
haracteristics in the brief 
of one year and their 
t — a period of deepening 
ic crises and increasing 
political allies. 


: Military Strategy and 


Economic Foundations 
Empire begins with military 
and/or political conquest bit 
ultimately rests on the economy. 
The current effort at building a 
world empire rests on fragile 
foundations and a voluntarist 
military concept in which, initial 
military costs are more than 
compensated by ultimate 
economic benefits. The ultra- 
voluntarism of the Bush regime 
is found in the unilateralist posture, 
the breaking of many international 


treaties and the demand for 


impunity for soldiers, spies and 
public functionaries committing 
war crimes in pursuit of empire 
building. The military drive for 
world power has severely 
distorted the domestic and 
overseas economy of the U.S. 
provoking a huge budget deficit 
to match the unsustainable 
external account deficits, and 
severely weakening the dollar. 
The terrorism doctrine generates 
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large-scale flight from the dollar 
along with other causes. 

The deeper structural effects 
are a declining economy, vast 
depletion of U.S. pension funds 
and the impoverishment of tens 
of millions of present and future 
pensioners. Empire building is 
accompanied by deepening 
inequalities. Expanding the 
capacity for war in a time of a 
shrinking economic base, 
increases domestic malaise. 
Bush's worldwide "will to power" 
cannot’ be 
sustained in 
the context of 
a enormous 
losses in 
financial 
resources by 
the majority of 
the middle and 
better-paid 
working class. 
The mass 
media have 
0 Pp etigky 
embraced the 
role of chief 


propagandists 
for the 
regime's various campaigns: 
propagating the paranoid 


terrorism-is-everywhere 
campaign, uncritically passing on 
the regime's imperial view of the 
world and defending all the 
authoritarian clients of the empire. 
At the same time the mass media 
have been forced to take a stand 
against the corrupt crony- 
capitalists linked to the Bush 
regime, undermining the 
Administration's credibility and 


capacity to mobilize public support 
for new imperial undertakings. 


Empire: Cost and Benefits 

The question of who benefits 
and who loses from empire 
building is not easily answered — 
at least from the perspective of 
long-term, large-scale 
development. 

At first glance, the Bush 
Administration benefited from the 
Afghan War and anti-terrorism 
campaign. The regime's 
popularity increased, military 
bases were extended, repressive 
legislation was put in place, large- 
scale military appropriations were 
secured and allies were 
bludgeoned into submission. 
However, over the medium run 
many of these apparent benefits 
have a powerful negative side. 
The budget went into the red, 
almost $200 billion from a 
previous surplus; war and anti- 
terrorism funding did little to 
increase U.S. competitiveness in 
world markets resulting in another 
unsustainable trade deficit of 
close to $500 billion, and to 
prevent the fall of the dollar and 
a sharp decline in the inflow of 
essential foreign investment. The 
Bush Administration's economic 
failure and its incapacity to 
improve the competitive position 
of domestic industries led to a 
sharp increase in protectionist 
measures and agricultural 
subsidies, which antagonized 
more efficient European and 
Third World competitors and 
called into question the 
commitment of the U.S. to free 


trade, thus weakening the position 
of more competitive sectors of 
the U.S. economy. The further 
attempt by Congress to impose 
billion dollar taxes on foreign- 
owned (European) subsidiaries 
and use the funds to favor U.S. 
firms, has led to threats from the 
European Union that investments 
from the EU multi-nationals might 
dry up, causing a collapse in the 
dollar. Finally, Washington's 
paranoid propaganda campaign 
has led to general investor 
insecurity and the flight of 
overseas capital to safer havens 
outside the U.S. The so-called 
anti-terror campaigns, the strict 
controls envisioned over money 
laundering threatens to undermine 
significant overseas financial 
transactions and undermine the 
banking system. 

In addition, the ties between 
the Bush Administration and the 
leading CEOs in the Texas-based 
energy industry —a clear example 
of crony-capitalism — and the 
massive fraud and collapse of 
Enron and other energy giants has 
adversely affected investor 
confidence and millions of 
pensioners. The dual phenomena 
of corrupt crony- capitalism and 
permanent war policy have 
weakened the pillars of the U.S. 
empire and the Bush 
Administration. 

In the middle range, the 
economic and political costs of 
empire building outweigh the 
short-term political advantages. 
The Bush Administration has 
gambled on the “big play" to 
establish the U.S. as the center 


80 


of a New World Empire. 
leading planners and strat 
have projected their ft 
expansion and conquest 0 
early advances (Afghani 
Central Asia), based on po: 
outcomes in marginal areas: 
world economy, and on the 
of a narrow focus mil 
calculus, devoid of any stre 
knowledge of how the v 
economy functions and 
dependent the U.S. is on ex! 
economic centers. 

The criteria of the succ 
the empire builders are a 
exclusively built around achi 
the following goals. |) Cha 
the world agenda: In the m 
preceding 9/11 in Europe a 
rest of the world there were 
signs of deteriorating 
influence, rising po 
opposition to European 
capital, and increasing willir 
of Third World governme 
break U.S. boycotts of 
Middle Eastern countries 
Iran, Syria and Libya) and 
Within the U.S. public cx 
about medical 
pharmaceutical costs, the 
of the IT speculative bubt 
the huge loss of savings, inc 
pressure for Congres: 
action. The turn toward reg 
corporate power, controllir 
prices and in general f 
government attention on 
reform was clearly ina 
The reaction of the 
Administration to 9/1 
specifically and overwhe 
to bury the emergin 


corporate, social agenda 


of a militarist- police-war 
definition of the world political 
economy. Under a relentless 
propaganda campaign 
orchestrated and amplified at all 
levels of government via a 
homogeneous mass media the 
Bush Administration was able to 
shift public debate from the 
failures of speculative capital to 
the threats of terrorism; from the 
allocation of funds for health and 
drugs to vast increases in military 
and security spending: from 
Jomestic corporate reform to 
>xternal wars; from investments 
n revitalizing the productive 
sconomy to state spending on a 
fast new network of military 
bases in the Balkans, Central 
Asia, the Philippines, the Middle 
rast and Latin America. 
The military definition of 
ality led to vast increases in 
ales and profits for the military 
dustrial complex. The Financial 
imes headlined an article "U.S. 
efense Sector Cashes in on 
ush's War on Terrorism" (FT, 
ly 18, 2002, p. 16). Corporate 
form was buried as national 
steria over imminent terrorist 
cidents was cultivated by the 
embers of the Bush 
dministration and Democratic 
rty leaders like Senator Joseph 
iberman. In the short-term the 
ilitary-terrorist definition of 
rld politics favored Washington 
r several reasons. The U.S. was 
st prepared and interested in 
tending its global power via 
litary and intelligence networks, 
litary bases and repressive 
thoritarian client regimes. 


Secondly, the terror hysteria 
syndrome and mass propaganda 
campaign raised the Bush 
Administration out of its minority 
status into a "massively popular 
presidency" and created the 
illusion of a premier ruler fit to lead 
the North American people (and 
the rest of the world) in a global 
campaign against terrorists. 

Manipulating the terror threat 
to the utmost, the Bush regime 
simultaneously declared war and 
promoted a series of anti-terrorist 
legislation that undermined most 
of the democratic rights 
guaranteed by the Constitution. 
Repressive legislation and mass 
propaganda in turn led to the 
capitulation of many progressive 
intellectuals and celebrities and 
their embrace of the Afghan 
invasion and the global definitions 
of terror. 

The military definition of world 
politics was spread to all 
international forums and meetings 
and dominated agendas, 
temporarily subordinating all 
socio-economic issues and 
regional conflicts to the anti- 
terrorist campaign. By setting the 
agenda, Washington was able to 
further its military-political 
expansion and subordinate its 
"allies" in Europe/Third World to 
its project of global domination, 
euphemistically referred to as 
"world leadership." 

The Bush administration 
utilized 9/11 to emphasize the 
particular terrorist threat to the 
U.S. and therefore, the right to 
act unilaterally in taking military 
action and breaking international 
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treaties. In the months preceding 
9/11 the Bush regime had already 
indicated its unilateralist posture 
in a desperate attempt to secure 
comparative advantages for 
declining U.S. business (reneging 
on Kyoto agreement) and to 
increase military spending 
(reneging on the missile 
agreement) to promote its 
aerospace industry. However, 
with 9/11 the Bush Administration 
combined greater _ state 
intervention at several levels: 

greater military/intelligence 
intervention, increased state 
control in U.S. society via the 
Home Security Act; heightened 
state protectionism (steel) and 
subsidies (agriculture) to favor 
U.S. capitalists against world 
competition. The military- 
mercantilist empire could only be 
constructed unilaterally as it 
adversely affected allies and 
competitors. Anti- terrorism, 
following 9/11, became the 
political instrument to raise 
unilateral state action to the 
dominant principal in defining 
Washington's empire-building 
project. Multi-level trade 
agreements were violated, the 
World Trade Organization was 
ignored, and NATO was 
marginalized as Washington 
marched forward under the 
banner of the war against 
terrorism. 

The rules, agreements, and 
treaties governing U.S. relations 
to Europe, Russia and the Third 
World were radically changed. 
With Europe the fait accompli 
replaced consultation. The 


International Court of Justice 
signed by the EU would not apply 
to U.S. soldiers. They would 
continue to have impunity against 
charges of crimes against 
humanity. Logical: whoever heard 
of an empire being built without 
genocide and military crimes 
against non-combatants? The 
U.S. threatened to withdraw its 
troops from Bosnia and along with 
that the implicit threat to unleash 
its Bosnian Islamic clients, and 
engulf the EU in Balkan War. 
Europe capitulated. In the Mid- 
East, Bush's unconditional 
support for Sharon's genocidal 
war undermined any effort at EU 
or client Arab state mediation. No 
pretext of consultation, just 
impositions and friendly dismissals 
of visiting allied political 
dignitaries. 

With Russia, the Bush 
Administration simply tore up the 
anti-missile agreement on the 
basis that Russia had become a 
third rate power and Putin was a 
ready client waiting to cut 
economic deals for his mafia allies 
in the oil industry ("Cheney Firm 
won $3.8 b in Contracts from 
Government", The Observer, July 
21, 2002). 

In the Third World, 
Washington increasingly backed 
non-elected authoritarian rulers 
and organized coups to expand its 
military, political and petrol 
empire. The Bush regime backed 
the Musharraff dictatorship in 
Pakistan, the non-elected regimes 
in the Philippines, Indonesia and 
Argentina, a failed military- 
rightwing coup in Venezuela 


(whose first act was to dissolve 
all elected and judicial bodies) and 
backed a prominent supporter of 
the Colombian death squads as 
President. In other countries the 
Bush Administration blatantly 
intervened in the electoral 
process, in efforts to impose pliant 
candidates. In Bolivia, U.S. 
Ambassador Rocha threatened to 
cut off U.S. aid and close the 
U.S. market if the electorate 
voted for peasant-indian leader 
Eva Morales, a move that 
backfired, as Morales doubled his 
vote in the last two weeks of the 
campaign. In Palestine, Secretary 
of State Powell called for the 
ouster of Arafat and the 
installation of a new client ruler. 
In all regions of the Third World, 
Washington used the threat of 
terrorism to urge new harsh 
repressive legislation, the 
establishment of U.S. military 
bases and special "anti-terrorist" 
police-military apparatus, most of 
which were used to repress 
popular movements. The "anti- 
terrorism" doctrine served to 
"legitimate" intervention 
throughout the world and to 
abolish democratic rights. The 
lead figures of this wave of 
authoritarian in Western Europe 
were English Prime Minister 
Tony Blair and President Aznar 
of Spain. Blair eliminated 800- 
year-old legal conventions, which 
barred double jeopardy and the 
right to a prompt trial, based in 
evidence (hearsay and criminal 
background information is now 
considered legal in trying a 
suspect). 
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The rise of authoritarian in the 
East and the Third World i: 
closely linked to the economic 
collapse of neo-liberalism and the 
burgeoning political crises 
Increasingly the popula 
movements have identified th 
IMF as an instrument of Westert 
bankers, speculators and thei 
local counterparts. The ability o 
the IMF and the other IF 
(International Financia 
Institutions) to "discipline" (impos 
measures redistributing wealtl 
upward and outward) the majority 
of mankind has been weakened 
Client regimes have in som: 
cases, like Argentina, bee 
overthrown or are bein 
challenged (as in Brazil). 

In the face of declinin 
markets, deflated speculativ 
activity, and increased competitio 
between the EU, Japan, an 
Southeast Asia, Washington ha 
attempted to use the nation 
security doctrine to intervene t 
prop up failed neo-liberal state 
(the doctrine of a ne 
imperialism) and to gain enclave 
within the strategic port cities ¢ 
Western Europe. The U.S. ha 
established custom inspectio 
offices in Canada, Hollanc 
France and has plans to exter 
its operations to other countris 
of Asia. 


The Political Framework « 
Empire Building Since 9/11 
The particularities of the Bu: 
regime and its empire-buildi 
project have given it a ve 
marked militarist and leaderle 
quality. In the first place, the ove 


presentation of the energy 
stor and the military-industrial 
dups have fueled a decided push 
conquer strategic oil regions in 
ntral Asia (Caspian Sea) Iraq/ 
in/Libya (the Bush designated 
is of evil countries) and install 
uppet regime in Venezuela. The 
ht links between the extractive 
pitalist sectors and the Bush 
zime are very visible in the 
>sence of two central figures: 
ce President Cheney and 
cretary of Treasury O'Neil. 
tractive capitalists depend 
avily on political and/or military 
ervention to secure privileged 
Sess in exploiting the sub-soil 
nations, particularly in the 
ird World. 

Secondly, the Bush regime has 
en heavily immersed in klepto- 


rporate activity, whose 
cture and culture is based on 
ceptive propaganda, 


centrated executive power, 
ge-scale pillage of private 
estors and state protection (or 
minimum tolerance). It is not 
regime of _ successful 
repreneurs linked to bona fide 
italist innovators. Rather the 
cess of its leading members 
luding Bush, Cheney and 
ers) and backers (Enron, Sun 
. Halliburton, etc.) is based on 
ud, deception, and stock 
nipulation. Surrounded by 
ticing kleptocrats, who know 
e about market manipulation 
cooking the books, it is not a 
me capable of competing in 
kets and realizing earned 
its. The road to economic 
er is political influence, 


monopolization and control. In the 
international economy, a 
kleptocratic capitalist elite finds it 
easier to secure market shares 
through military force and corrupt 
leaders, rather than product 
quality, 

The profoundly corrupt and 
mediocre economic elite that 
surrounds and influences the Bush 
Administration is totally incapable 
of imposing hegemonic rule — it 
must seek domination through 
force. The paradigmatic case is 
the U.S. imposition of the Kardzai 
regime in Afghanistan, based on 
the overt buying of delegates to 
the jerga, the so-called Council of 
Tribal Leaders. 

The third characteristic of the 
Bush regime is its strongly 
regional character and the close 
corporate-personal ties with 
Texas/extractive capitalist. For 
example, Vice President Cheney's 
firm Halliburton won $3.8 billion 
contracts from the government 
(Observer, July 21, 2002). If 
Clinton's ties to the IT swindlers 
led to the rise and collapse of the 
information, fiber optic, bio-tech 
bubble, Bush's ties to the energy 
and petroleum felons and their 
CEO accomplices across the 
board has led to the collapse of 
stock prices, the massive flight of 
investor capital and the sharp 
decline of the dollar. 

The fourth characteristic of 
the Bush Administration is the total 
lack of capitalist leadership. In the 
midst of the dollar, investor and 
stock crises, Bush and his 
collaborators are incapable of 
structural initiatives to stanch the 
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outflow of hundreds of billions of 
dollars. Empty rhetoric by the 
President, bizarre optimism by 
Greenspan (Central Bank 
President), seclusion by the Vice 
President — facing congressional 
investigation for cooking the 
books have only deepened the 
crises. Immersed in the small 
world of Texas insider trading, 
Bush is at a loss in a world of big 
time swindlers, now under 
investigation. Bush lacks the 
external supporting cast to define 
an economic strategy to confront 
the crises of investment. Without 
external direction, Bush has little 
or no internal resources, basic 
knowledge, political skill, or 
organizational ability to put 
together a new team to avoid the 
fall. His only remaining external 
resource are his war ministers, 
the war machine, and the 
repressive apparatus. As the 
stock market weakens the real 
economy and his economic 
cronies run for cover, Bush relies 
more heavily on saving his regime 
via war — a massive attack on 
Iraq, public backing for the Israeli 
war against the Palestinians. 
These particularities of the Bush 
regime — its extractive capitalist 
background and crony culture, its 
immersion in a klepto-corporate 
milieu, its lack of a political 
economic strategy in the face of 
crises and its reliance on the war 
apparatus to resolve domestic 
crises — makes it prone to see the 
world in a militarist ad mercantilist 
way and therefore, to act 
unilaterally and demand impunity. 


The Bush Doctrine 

The policies undertaken under 
the Bush Administration can be 
dubbed the Bush Doctrine, even 
if their formulation and 
implementation has been done by 
others, namely Secretary of 
Defense Rumsfeld, Vice 
President Cheney and Rumsfeld 
protégé Wolfowitz. 

Essentially the doctrine 
envisions empire building as a 
military project, and except for 
narrow economic concerns for 
control over petroleum and 
promoting the military industrial 
complex, no _ systematic 
consideration is given to the 
economic foundations of empire 
or to the economic consequences 
of global military commitments. 
There is little in the way of 
coordination between the military/ 
anti-terrorist campaigns and the 
interests of multi-national 
corporations. At its root the Bush 
Doctrine largely assumes that a 
global military framework under 
U.S. domination will ensure a 
stable and favorable context for 
U.S. economic expansion. An 
assumption that is totally 
inadequate given the growing 
economic competition, the high 
and prejudicial costs of military/ 
anti-terrorist (Homeland Defense 
spending) on the economy and the 
deepening domestic economic 
crises. 

The Bush Doctrine is 
essentially a highly voluntarist 
“will to power" project. Voluntarist 
in several inter-related senses: it 
assumes that by projecting 
military power it can ensure 


domestic backing, force Euro- 
Asian compliance and support 
and intimidate adversaries. The 
Doctrine relies heavily on 
subjective responses, under the 
notion that objective reality can 
be redefined, and 
instrumentalized to serve U.S. 
empire building. 

It is in this voluntarist, 
subjective and will to power 
context, that the Bush Doctrine 
(BD) defines its key concept of 
permanent war — a war not 
limited in time and space nor 
qualified by any set of strategic 
economic priorities or domestic 
fiscal or financial limits. 
Permanent war assumes 
unlimited economic resources and 
unconditional, enduring public 
support and perpetually compliant 


allies/competitors. 
The second key concept of the 
BD is. unilateral action. 


Washington will not consult, 
negotiate, and share power or 
gains. The highly voluntarist 
nature of unilateralism is evident 
in the notion that creating facts 
will force eventual compliance by 
skeptical allies who will then be 
brought on board to police and 
pay for maintaining the conquered 
territory. Unilateralism is 
essentially about imposition — 
imperial conquest of adversaries 
and the forced submission of 
European allies. Unilateralism is 
clearly the hallmark of a military- 
based empire and the unilateral 
abrogation of disarmament and 
human rights treaties. It is 
designed to give a free hand to 
the military as the driving force 
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in empire building. Prior to ' 
unilateralism was an instrur 
to _—reject internatic 
environmental accords and li 
in weapons use. Subsequent! 
11 it has become the me 
operandi in formulating 
directing foreign policy. 
invasion and conquest 
Afghanistan was a unilateral | 
decision; the selection and sup 
of the puppet regime was ir 
in Washington. The forthcon 
military attack on Iraq follows 
same pattern. The organiza 
and support for the coup aga 
the constitutional governme! 
Venezuela was exclusively in| 
hands. NATO has outlived 
usefulness as it implies some | 
of Buropean consultation be 
overseas engagement. The | 
international framework is t 
U.S. control and European 
client state provision of funds 
policing. 

The third key concept is 
notion of international imput 
Military strategists know full 
that imperial conquest 
occupation inevitably invo 
crimes against civilians. The 
military doctrine includes 
bombing of all life-sustair 
infrastructure, the torture 
execution of political prisor 
the targeting of civilian: 
conflictual regions and 
forceful maintenance of ac 
regime. Washington's t 
definitive rejection of 
jurisdiction of the Internati 
War Crimes Tribunal ove 
imperial armies is in esse 
right to use all means inclu 


crimes against humanity for 
empire building. The Afghan 
invasion is emblematic: the 
bombing of hospitals, 
neighborhoods, weddings, the 
torture and interrogation of 
captured soldiers, the denial of 
any responsibility for documented 
violations of the Geneva accords, 
speaks clearly to the reason for 
U.S. rejection of any international 
court of justice. Impunity is 
especially important because of 
the overwhelmingly military 
nature of empire building. 

The fourth component of the 
BD is intimately related to the 
dominant voluntarist mood: the 
idea that the U.S. can engage in 
numerous wars at the same time 
in different locales as well as 
sequential wars. While it is true 
that the wars are not of the same 
dimensions, the U.S. military 
operations in the Philippines, 
Colombia, [raq are not at the level 
of Afghanistan yet they indicate 
a generalized war strategy 
without economic priorities and a 
sense of unlimited resources and 
public support. The doctrine of 
permanent war involves a vast 
increase in the state apparatus; a 
growth of state spending and 
greater state intervention is the 
economy — crowding out 
roductive private investment by 
ompeting with the private sector 
or financial resources. BD is, 
hether intended or not, highly 
tatist and thus potentially 
ntagonist to significant sectors 
f the free market sectors of his 
oalition ("Land of the Unfree", 
inancial Times Weekend, July 


20/21, 2002, p.1). Statism is also 
pervasive in the economy with 
huge $185 billion subsidies to 
agriculture and upward of 40% 
tariffs on imported steel to protect 
U.S. steel producers. War, 
imperialism and statist economics 
to sustain them are the operational 
codes of the BD. 

The anti-terrorist ideology 
legitimates the BD and in turn is 
one of the doctrine's driving 
forces. Ideology is a key element 
in the drive to empire via military 
conquest. From the perspective 
of military empire builders the 
beauty of the ideology is that it is 
open-ended in the sense that it 
allows maximum intervention in 
all regions against any opposition 
since it targets not only identifiable 
terrorist groups but includes 
suspected countries from which 
they allegedly operate, and any 
groups with whom they have 
interacted. Even more ominous 
the term terrorist is used so loosely 
that any group engaged in 
opposing militarism, imperialism 
(so-called globalization) or local 
authoritarian regimes could be 
labeled terrorist and targeted. 
Popular insurgencies like the 
Colombian FARC and ELN have 
already been labeled terrorist 
resulting in a massive inflow of 
U.S. Special Forces and arms. 

The BD has deeply 
ideologized its empire building 
moving away from the ad hoc 
formulations of his imperial 
predecessors. The anti-terrorist 
ideology as stated by Bush has 
totally polarized the world. 
Washington tries to force the 
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world to choose between empire 
and terrorism, between the 
militarist ultra-right in Washington 
and the fundamentalist right in the 
streets of the Middle East. 

The BD has dictated a new 
political division of labor in which 
the U.S. invades and conquers 
and the Europeans and Third 
World clients are designated to 
provide internal security (policing 
the occupied territory) and 
subsidize the economic 
reconstruction. 

In the year since 9/11 a new 
belligerent imperial doctrine has 
been formulated and applied, 
changing relations with allies and 
clients and moving toward 
conquest of territory as well as 
resources. Paradoxically the 
imperial leadership is increasingly 
parochial, lacking any broad 
economic vision of the needs of 
the capitalist class as a whole and 
lacking elemental respect for the . 
basic rules of the market. 


The Structure of Empire 

While the Bush Administration 
has given some attention to 
securing privileged positions in oil 
rich countries in Central Asia, the 
driving force of empire building 
has been a new type of 
colonialism, built around occupied 
countries and the construction of 
a extensive network of enclaves 
and military bases at strategic 
geo-military locations. While the 
new wave of military base building 
began with Clinton, in that period 
it was directed at specific geo- 
political targets. For example, in 
the late 1990s the Clinton 


Administration mounted military 
bases in Manta, Ecuador, San 
Salvador, Aruba and Columbia to 
complement the counter- 
insurgency war undertaken under 
Plan Columbia. The Bush 
Administration has extended 
military bases throughout the 
world; new bases have been built 
in the Central Asian republics of 
Turkistan, Kazakhstan and 
adjoining countries. The biggest 
self-contained military base in 
Europe has been established in 
occupied Kosova, to complement 
the bases in Macedonia. New 
bases have been established in 
northern Brazil, northern 
Argentina, alongside the previous 
U.S. base in Chapare, Bolivia. 
The so-called anti-terrorist 
campaign has converged with the 
anti-drug campaign and the 
counter-insurgency operations to 
given a powerful thrust toward 
widespread base building and 
penetration of the domestic 
repressive apparatus, securing the 
free circulation of US. 
intelligence and _ military 
operatives throughout the one 
time sovereign nations. 

The application and replication 
of U.S. anti-terrorist legislation 
and executive decrees by client 
regimes, has facilitated US. 
entrée and made U.S. legislation 
the de factor law of the land. U.S. 
custom officials are now 
operating at the major ports of 
Europe and Asia usurping 
functions typically performed by 
nationals of the countries. New 
military agreements have been 
signed in the Philippines, Eastern 


Europe and Latin America 
providing for joint military 
operations under U.S. command. 

The peculiarities of the U.S. 
empire today is found in the fact 
that this expansion of power is a 
cost and provides at least for the 
moment, few economic benefits. 
The outflow of military spending 
benefits, in part, U.S. construction 
companies, but overall the effect 
is to further unbalance overseas 
accounts. None of the major 
bases in the Balkans, Southeast 
Asia or Latin America is located 
proximate to or related to 
profitable regions susceptible to 
exploitation. The only possible 
exceptions are the bases in 
Central Asia near to the Caspian 
oil deposits. 

The dissociation of U.S. 
military expansion from profitable 
exploitation of economic 
resources is neither an accident 
nor a result of personal failure. It 
is largely the result of a leadership 
crises embedded in the changing 
nature of U.S. capitalism. 


Political Leadership: Speculation and 
Crime in the Suites 

Over the past 25 years, U.S. 
capitalism has evolved from a 
regulated-industrial capitalism to 
a  speculative-kleptocratic 
capitalism. Beginning with the 
Carter Presidency and 
accelerating thereafter, the state 
ceased to regulate the economy 
to benefit the capitalist class as a 
whole. Particularly with the Bush 
(father) and Clinton Presidency 
deregulation was accompanied by 
a speculative fever and wholesale 
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swindles. First with the 500 billion 
dollar savings and loans collapse 
and then by the IT bubble burst, 
and then, in the latest stage, the 
most far-reaching cases of high- 
corporate swindles and fraud in 
the history of the U.S. The whole 
political class including leaders of 
both major political parties were 
deeply involved in seeking funds 
and supporting the bankrupt S and 
L, promoting the IT bubble and 
receiving campaign contributions 
from the leading CEOs involved 
in corporate fraud. Crime is the 
norm among the political and 
economic elite and impunity is an 
important corollary. 

The accumulation of private 
wealth and the protection by the 
political elite deeply enmeshed in 
promoting special capitalist 
interests undermined the capacity 
and will of the political leaders to 
formulate a coherent global 
economic strategy to promote the 
corporate empire. By will and 
default empire building fell in the 
hands of the military strategists, 
while the speculator and swindler 
based politicians provided 
ideological cover. The inability of 
the U.S. political leadership to 
respond to the massive flight of 
capital — out of stocks and out of 
the dollar and out of the country 
— was due to their being captives 
of kleptocratic crony capitalism 
dependence on financing by 
special interests. The Bust 
appeals to corporate responsibility 
or a corporate conscience ring: 
hollow to the great majority o 
investors, who have experiencec 
the failures of corporate self 


regulation. CEO criminal behavior 
and investment banking deception 
has seriously undermined the 
stock market and violated the 
fundamental rules of the 
marketplace. Equally important it 
has produced a set of political 
leaders who are remarkably 
incapable of seeing beyond the 
crony capitalist circle and rely on 
the military/intelligence apparatus 
to define the content and style of 
empire building. 

The results are both dangerous 


to the world and an unsustainable ~ 


empire. The ultra-voluntarism 
expressed in the unilateral 
projections of power isolates the 
U.S. from its allies. Despite the 
claims of the ultra-militarists like 
Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz the U.S. 
cannot rule the world alone, or 
even with its Israeli satrap. 
Military expansion cannot sustain 
its client regimes — even if the 
civilian population is bloodied and 
battered. Equally important the 
weak and weakening domestic 
economic foundation of the 
empire are undermining political 
support for the regime and 
limiting the resources available 
for the escalating military-security 
budget. Finally, political opposition 
is growing against the corrupt and 
fraudulent corporate elite within 
he U.S. and on the outside, mass 
opular opposition is growing in 
atin America, the Middle East 
nd Europe. The lack of internal 
orrective mechanisms — the 
ending voluntary or punitive 
egislation notwithstanding — 
means that the economy 1s 
ossibly moving in the direction 


of a major fall comparable to the 
collapse of 1929, 


Theoretical Issues: Structure 
and Operation of the U.S. 
Empire 

The empire-building project of 
the Bush Administration raises 
important theoretical issues. First 
and foremost is the relation 
between the military-intelligence 
sectors of the imperial state to the 
economic components; secondly, 
the relationship between the 
military sectors of the state to the 
multi-national corporations and 
the domestic economy; thirdly, the 
relationship between crony 
capitalism (sectors of the 
capitalist class with regional, 
personal and close political ties to 
the Administration) and the state 
and its impact on the economy 
and the capitalist class as a whole; 
fourthly, the relationship between 
the state and the economy in a 
period of war and unilateral 
empire building. 

The most striking aspect of 
empire building today is the 
autonomy of the Pentagon from 
the capitalist class and most 
sectors of the capitalist class. The 
Pentagon has intervened in the 
most unprofitable regions, with 
the highest cost- lowest return 
ratios: Afghanistan, Kosovo, 
Macedonia, Philippines, Pakistan, 
etc. Secondly, Pentagon military 
action has generated greater 
hostility in oil producing areas, 
which are currently lucrative 
areas for major U.S. investors — 
mainly the Middle East. Thirdly, 
the Bush Administration has given 
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unconditional support to Israel 
against hundreds of millions of 
Muslims, favoring a belligerent 
military expansionist colonial 
power over and against vital U.S. 
economic interests. Finally, the 
economic costs of military-based 
empire building are astronomical 
and the economic benefits are 
restricted to a narrow circle of 
military based industries. The 
budget deficit has soared, the 
security restrictions have raised 
the costs of trade via delays and 
bottlenecks, the travel industry 
has been battered, particularly air 
transport, the airplane industry, 
hotel and other services. 
Insecurity generated by the self- 
serving terror mongering which 
serves to expand the budgets of 
the military and intelligence 
apparatus, has undermined 
investor confidence in the U.S. 
While the Bush Administration 
speaks to and passes specific pro- 
business tax legislation, the pursuit 
of its global military strategy, 
tends to subordinate the economic 
aspects of empire building to the 
military. 

While it would be wrong, 
theoretically, to speak of an 
absolute autonomy of the military 
in relationship to the capitalist 
class, their freedom of action 
certainly goes beyond the 'relative 
autonomy’ usually ascribed to the 
capitalist state. 

The economically most 
important sectors of the capitalist 
class and the interests of the 
system as a whole has been 
subordinated to a particular set of 
influential regionally based 'crony 


capitalists' with long-standing 
political linkages to the Bush 
Administration. The special 
favors, the deep corruption and 
privileged position of the Texas 
energy sectors in the Bush 
Administration define the nature 
of the regime. The collapse of 
Enron and the subsequent 
revelations of widespread billion 
dollar fraud and swindles resulting 
from cronyism has undermined 
investor confidence and put the 
entire equity markets under a 
cloud. The 'relative autonomy' of 
the crony sectors from the rest 
of the capitalist class has severely 
undermined the position of the 
capitalist class as a whole. 

The ascendancy of the 
military in the empire building 
process has been accompanied 
by the general growth of statism 
— state intervention in the 
economy, society and in personal 
lives and freedoms. The Bush 
Administration is probably the 
most protectionist regime in recent 
history: establishing protective 
tariffs for textile, logging, 
agriculture and other commodities 
while increasing agricultural 
subsidies and imposing quotas on 
imports. Favoring the military and 


pursuing conquest by force of - 


arms, has weakened the U.S. 
economy and, in particular, public 
investments which would 
Strengthen the competitive 
position of U.S. enterprises. The 
vast and all- pervasive state 
intervention in civil society via 
police state legislation like the 
Patriot Act, the Homelands 
Security Act and TIPS undermine 


personal freedoms and weakens 
public opposition. 

Imperialism under Bush is 
closer to a Statist-Mercantilist 
than a neo-liberal model. While 
the "free market rhetoric" persists, 
it is increasingly overshadowed by 
the military-state rhetoric of 
"permanent war" and “anti- 
terrorism". As the economy 1s 
weakened and the capitalist class 
pressures the Bush regime to 
respond, the military empire 
builders take the lead in seeing 
war in strategic economic regions 
(Iraq and Iran) as the ‘solution’. 
In the eyes of the military empire 
builders, a war and colonization 
of Iraq would result in economic 
benefits to the capitalist class and 
strengthen their support for their 
‘permanent war strategy’. It 
would also serve as a springboard 
for future wars and conquests in 
the Gulf region, namely Iran. 
While war and economic crises 
have, in the past, frequently been 
interconnected, today the new 
wars will mostly benefit the crony 
sector — attached to the energy- 
petrol interests — and deepen the 
chasm between it and the rest of 
the capitalist class. War in this 
context is an extension of 
cronyism through military means. 

Military-empire building is 
decidedly colonial in style and 
content. The emerging empire is 
built upon the occupation of 
territory, the imposition of rulers 
and the management of the 
colonized state and economy. The 
U.S. has established colonial 
relationships with former Yugoslav 
republics in Kosovo, Macedonia 
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and Montenegro; it occupie: 
airspace in two-thirds of Iraq anc 
indirectly controls the Norther: 
Iraq run by Kurdish clients. The 
empire has established militar 
garrisons throughout Central Asi: 
and in Pakistan and the 
Philippines. The empire ha: 
established military installation: 
and bases in Bolivia, Brazil 
Colombia, El Salvador, Ecuado 
and Aruba. It has establishec 
"extra-territoriality" for it: 
security forces and secured "anti 
terrorist" legislation from it: 
client-states obligating scores o 
countries on the five continent: 
to follow U.S. directives i 
pursing adversaries. 

Insofar as imperial economic 
interests are taken into account 
they derive from the regiona 
(Texas) crony oil interests. The 
empire builders are focused or 
conquering Iraq and probably Irar 
by military force, Central Asia anc 
the Caspian Sea region via briben 
and support for dictatoria 
regimes, and Venezuela via ; 
military coup. The empire-builder 
are also keying in on militar 
intervention in Saudi Arabia 
which is "teetering on the brin! 
of collapse" (The Observer, Jul 
28, 2002). 

As it is the U.S. empire whic! 
is at stake, and not the imperia 
system, Washington's militar 
intervention is based on unilatera 
state action. The weakening o 
U.S. competitiveness has also le 
to unilateral decisions to impos 
tariffs and increase tariffs whil 
vigorously calling on the rest c 
the world to eliminate its subsidic 


and lower their barriers (Financial 
Times, July 26, 2002, p. 1). Retro- 
colonialism and its corollary of 
military based empire building, 
unilaterally imposed protectionist 
and subsidized economic policy 
and the occupation of geo- 
Strategic territories is the 
framework for understanding the 
key features in the year since 9/ 
ll. 


The Left Strikes Back: The 
Contradictions of Empire- 
Building 

Three sets of basic 
contradictions facing U.S. 
empire-builders have become 
exacerbated since 9/11: the 
internal contradictions between 
conflicting capitalist interests and 
the state; the contradictions 
between competing imperial 
interests (Europe and the U:S.); 
the contradictions between empire 
nd powerful social-political 
interests in Latin America. 
In the year since 9/11 serious 
inter-regime conflicts and 
conomic contradictions have 
merged. They can be listed in 
elegraphic form: (1) the pre- 
minence of the state (namely, the 
ilitary-intelligence apparatus) 
ver the interests of large 
ultinational corporations 
heightened security against 
usiness profits); (2) the 
rivileging of territoriality over 
arkets (occupying marginal 
ountries over increasing market 
hares in prosperous countries); 
) promoting kleptocratic sectors 
f capitalism (Enron, WorldCom, 
tc.) over domestic and foreign 


investors; and (4) increasing 
spending on an expanding state 
apparatus at the expense of 
shoring up the fragile productive 
foundations of empire. 

To these internal 
contradictions must be added the 
intensifying external 
contradiction, particularly the 
intensified conflicts with the 
European Union. One of the basic 
external contradictions results 
from an internal contradiction, 
namely that overseas military 
power grows as the domestic 
economy declines — leading 
Washington to increase 
protectionism rather than reduce 
costly external projections of 
power. The result is heightened 
tension between Europe and 
other exporters and Washington. 
For example, the 30-40% U.S. 
tariff on steel has provoked 
European threats to retaliate with 
similar tariffs and by taking the 
matter to the World Trade 
Organization, where the WTO 
ruled against Washington. More 
generally, the powerful role of the 
state since 9/11 has conflicted 
with the "free market’ ideology, 
provoking a new round of 
protectionism. 

U.S. military definitions of 
empire conflict with European 
market conceptions of empire 
building. This is particularly the 
case in the Middle East where 
U.S. unconditional support for the 
Israeli war machine undermines 
European efforts to stabilize the 
region for investment and trade. 

The second contradiction is 
the monopolistic and unilateralist 
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conception of empire building that 
has jettisoned the "power- 
sharing", consultative style 
favored by Europe. Unilateral 
monopolization of empire isolates 
the U.S. from essential economic 
and military support to sustain 
imperial conquests. In effect, 
monopoly power gives U.S. 
empire builders a tactical 
advantage, but undermines 
strategic consolidation — only 
possible by European inclusion 
and profit sharing. 

Heightened contradictions 
between the U.S. and Europe in 
trade, investment, colonial 
conquest, and __ strategic 
approaches (military versus 
market) will not lead to war (U.S. 
superiority makes that unlikely), 
but it can have more serious 
consequences: the crash of the 
U.S. economy because of the 
drying up of external flows of 
capital combined with an 
overextended military empire. 

The third and even more 
decisive external contradiction is 
between empire building and the 
growth of powerful socio-political 
movements overseas, particularly 
in two strategic regions (but not 
confined to them): the Middle East 
and Latin America. 

Since 9/11 Washington has 
proceeded to aggressively pursue 
war policies beyond Afghanistan, 
westward toward Iraq and Iran 
and secular and Muslim 
resistance movements in Saudi 
Arabia, Lebanon and elsewhere. 
Washington's massive military 
and unconditional political support 
for Sharon's re-conquest of the 


Occupied Territories has 
provoked a rising tide of mass 
mobilization infused with anti- 
imperialist consciousness 
throughout the Arab world. 
Popular revolts threaten key U.S. 
client states — particularly Saudi 
Arabia, racked by inter-regime 
conflicts and nationwide protests 
of its pro-U.S. policies. Likewise 
in Egypt and Jordan mass unrest 
threatens regimes that closely 
identify with U.S. retro-colonial 
policies. Bush's Middle Eastern 
"axis of evil" — the Arab targets 
for the next imperial wars — are 
precisely those located in regions 
forming as centers of anti- 
imperialist resistance. 

However, it is in Latin 
America where the socio- 
political and military polarization 
between U.S. empire builders 
and the popular movements is 
most acute. While most of the 
movements preceded 9/11, in the 
year since, U.S. sponsored 
militarization and the virtual 
collapse of the neo-liberal 
economic strategy has deepened 
and widened popular resistance 
and challenges to the client 
regimes defending the empire. 
Moreover, the U.S. military 
definition of political reality — 
putting anti-terrorism at the top 
of the agenda — has blocked any 
plans for an economic rescue 
package. 

Popular challenges to imperial 
domination are located in a wide 
array of countries, including 
Colombia, Argentina, Bolivia, 
Ecuador, Venezuela, Peru, and 
Paraguay and, to a lesser extent. 


in Brazil and Uruguay. What is 
striking about the new wave of 
popular resistance is the degree 
to which all the political parties 
and leaders associated with pro- 
imperial policies have been 
discredited. In some cases the 
popular resistance is expressed in 
mass popular mobilizations (road 
blockages, demonstrations, etc. ): 
in others it is expressed by a 


combination of mass mobilizations 
and new electoral formations, in 
Colombia it includes mass protest 
and guerrilla warfare. 

In Argentina, since 9/11 four 
Presidents have been ousted and 
the fifth has less than ten percent 
support. The popular uprising of 
December 19/20, 2001 led to the 
overthrow of the discredited, pro- 
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U.S. President De la Rua anc 
Wall Street favorite Cavallo. Wit! 
poverty levels exceeding 52% 
and unemployment of 25%, th¢ 
Argentine economy is declinins 
by 15% in 2002 its fifth year o: 
recession/depression. Over ¢ 
million Argentines have lost al 
their savings and hundreds o: 
thousands crowd the streets ir 
assemblies, protests, roac 
blockages and genera 
strikes. The whole politica 
class, judiciary and privat 
elite are totally discredited 
And the most popularly 
repeated slogan is, "Que si 
vayan todos" — "All of you 
get out." Central to thi 
struggle is a repudiation o 
foreign debt payments an 
the identification of the IMI 
and U.S. as co-responsibk 

for the economic collapse. 
In Colombia, the U.S 
backed Colombia Plan an: 
Bush's "Andean Initiative" i 
a large-scale military 
paramilitary campaign t 
exterminate or displace th 
peasant social base of th 
guerrillas. The latter include 
17 to 20,000 in th 
Colombian Revolutionar 
Armed Forces (FARC) an 
4-5000 in the National Liberatio 
Army (ELN). In the course of th 
past year Washington, through i 
client Pastrana regim 
engineered the collapse of t 
peace negotiations, re- launch 
"total war" and promoted t 
election of paramilitary support 
Alvaro Uribe to the Presidenc 
The result has been dai 


massacres of peasants, trade 
union activists, and Indian leaders, 
human rights spokespeople. 
Confrontation between the U.S. 
backed military-paramilitary 
forces and the popular civilian and 
armed groups occur in over 70% 
of the country on a daily basis. 
In Bolivia, Evo Morales, the 
leader of the coca growing 
farmers for nearly two decades 
of struggles against U.S. directed 
eradication led his Movement to 
Socialism (MAS) Party into a run- 
off in the Bolivian Congress 
where all the capitalist parties 
joined forces to block Morales bid 
for the Presidency. The massive 
vote for two peasant Indian 
candidates exceeded the nearest 
neo-liberal candidate by nearly 
five percentage points. The 
electoral advance was preceded 
by mass marches and road 
blockages that created the anti- 
imperialist class and ethnic 
consciousness that advanced 
Morales to the Congressional run- 
off. Blatant U.S. intervention by 
Ambassador Rocha in the 
electoral campaign backfired. 
Rocha threatened Bolivian voters 
with a cut-off of U.S. aid and 
markets if they exercised their 
sovereign right and voted for 
Morales. Morales' popularity 
jumped from 13% to 21% in the 
last two weeks before the 
elections. The most significant 
aspect of the MAS campaign was 
that it explicitly repudiated the 
U.S. imposed coca eradication 
position, the regime's privatization 
of gas and oil resources and the 
U.S. military base and DEA 


operations in Bolivia. 

In Peru massive public 
demonstrations encompassing the 
major cities of Arequipa and 
Cuzco protesting the Toledo 
regime's privatization program led 
to the wholesale resignation of his 
Cabinet and, in particular, the 
neo-liberal Economic Minister 
Kuczinski. Toledo, a former 
employee of the World Bank, who 
donned the costume of highland 
Indian-peasants for the electoral 
campaign, saw his popular ratings 
decline from over 50% to less 
than ten percent ina year. A U.S. 
protégé who campaigned as a 
populist and acted as a U.S. client, 
Toledo faces severe difficulties in 
staying in power for the 
remainder of his term, given the 
intense hostility of a populace that 
feels betrayed. Toldeo's avid 
support for U.S. "anti-terrorist" 
campaign relegated his purported 
concern with alleviating the 
poverty of 70% of Peruvians to 
the memory hole. 

Ecuador has a pliant client 
regime led by President Noboa 
who has dollarized the economy 
and granted the U.S. a major 
military base in Manta. Yet his 
ruler-ship is very tenuous, rocked 
by general strikes, a hostile 
Congress and a third of the 
country ruled by a left of center 
coalition of Indian-peasant 
parties. Only two years ago a 
mass movement of Indian- 
peasants, urban trade unionists 
and urban poor joined with sectors 
of the military to overthrow 
Noboa's predecessor (Mahuad). 
The progressive junta was 
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subsequently overthrown by the 
pro-US military and Noboa was 
installed in power. While the 
regime houses U.S. counter- 
insurgency forces along its 
borders, and its airspace is 
effectively colonized by U.S. 
surveillance planes engaged in 
the Colombian civil war, the social 
foundations of the regime are 
eroding quickly — creating a 
volatile and unstable terrain for 
imperial advance. 

In Paraguay massive 
demonstrations and _ road 
blockages succeeded in forcing 
U.S. client President Macchi to 
withdraw the privatization of the 
state electrical network. The 
formation of a broad coalition of 
peasant organizations, leftist 
parties and trade unionists 
organized in the Democratic 
Convergence Front emerged to 
give leadership to the struggle. 
U.S. plans to expand its military 
and intelligence bases and 
Operations at the eastern 
Paraguayan-Brazilian-Argentina 
border has become the center of 
continuing confrontation. 

In Venezuela a popular 
uprising inflicted a serious defeat 
for U.S. empire builders backing 
a right-wing military coup. Under 
the direction of the ultra-rightist 
Under-Secretary for Latin 
American A ffairs, Otto Reich, the 
U.S. backed a military coup on 
April 11, 2002. The coup, 
supported by the Venezuelan 
economic elite, sectors of the 
military and almost the entire 
upper middle class, overthrew 
President Chavez and proceeded 


to disband all elected bodies and 
the judiciary and replace them 
with hard-line’ pro-U.S. 
functionaries. The first measures 
of the dictatorial regime were of 
foremost interest to the empire 
builders: breaking relations with 
Cuba and withdrawal from 
OPEC. However, within 48 hours 
a massive march of hundreds of 
thousands of Venezuelans, mostly 
from the ranchos, the slums in the 
hills overlooking Caracas, 
convinced important sectors of 
the military to come out in favor 
of the restoration of Chavez to 
the Presidential palace. The coup 
collapsed as the mass of the poor 
threatened to turn the political 
restoration into a _ social 
transformation. The defeat of the 
U.S. orchestrated coup 
demonstrated that the empire 
builders could be defeated and 
that mass organizations, even 
though loosely organized, were 
capable of restoring a President 
with a moderate nationalist 
foreign policy. As in Argentina, 
the Venezuelan populace 
demonstrated that the client 
regimes of the Bush 
Administration were vulnerable 
and capable of being ousted — at 
least temporarily. The march of 
empire building is not a linear 
process, inevitably destined to 
succeed. 

In Brazil the leading candidate 
in the Presidential campaign is 
Lula Da Silva, a politician from 
the center-left Workers Party 
(PT). While the PT has dropped 
all of its anti-imperialist and anti- 
liberal programmatic demands. it 


is still perceived as an adversary 
by Wall Street bankers and the 
Bush Administration. The empire- 
builders' opposition stems from 
Lula's mass popular base of 
support who, in most cases, are 
to the left of the party leadership. 
Wall Street fears that Lula would 
respond to post- electoral 
pressure for social reforms, 
economic regulation § and 
opposition to U.S. military 
expansion. Wall Street has 
responded by speculating against 
the real (Brazilian currency) and 
through capital flight — a scare 
tactic to undermine or turn Lula 
further to the right. Washington's 
chosen candidate to be President 
Cardoso's successor is Jose 
Serra. Despite the backing of 
state apparatus, he lags behind in 
third place, more than 20 
percentage points behind Lula 
and 13 points behind liberal 
nationalist Ciro Gomes. 

In Mexico Washington's client 
President Fox has been unable to 
push through a_ massive 
privatization campaign because of 
Congressional opposition. His 
Foreign Minister Jorge 
Castaneda, has surpassed all 
previous government ministers in 
his servility to the U.S. empire- 
builders. His anti-Cuban policies 
have discredited him, both in the 
Congress and in the wider public. 
Though both Fox and Castaneda 
will continue to stay in office, their 
effectiveness as pliant clients of 
Washington is severely limited. 
The Zapatistas continue in 
Chiapas, while peasant and trade 
union struggles continue in come 
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cases with great successes such 
as the blocking of Fox's airport 
plans. 

Washington's empire builders 
have support among the regimes 
in Central America, in the 
Caribbean (except Cuba) and in 
Chile — none of which have much 
strategic importance in terms of 
continental markets, population or 
strategic resources. Cuba still 
resists the Bush Administration's 
hardliners, mobilizing over 8 
million demonstrators in favor of 
the socialist economy. In the 
Dominican Republic and Haiti 
significant extra-parliamentary 
popular movements oppose the 
U.S. and neo- liberal reforms. 

It is abundantly clear that 
since 9/11 Washington has 
increased its military presence in 
Latin America. At the same time 
its client regimes have been 
severely weakened and their 
liberal policies have failed. The 
military empire builders have 
returned to the strategies of the 
empire building days of the Cold 
War era: military coups 
(Venezuela), state’ terror 
(Colombia), economic blackmail 
(Bolivia) and threats of direct 
intervention. 

Nevertheless, the year since 
9/11 has seen the collapse of the 
U.S. neo-liberal model and the 
emergence of powerful socio- 
political movements with a 
demonstrated capacity to defeat 
U.S. client regimes. With few 
exceptions, the Latin American 
left has struck back at the empire, 
the number of supporters has 
grown geometrically and 


monstrated their effectiveness 

blocking key legislation and 
olating client presidents, 
ducing them to single digit 
pport. 

Despite Washington's 
‘Ilicose posturing and its 
epening military penetration, it 
s lost the hearts and minds of 
e great majority of Latin 
mericans. As we have seen, 
ich U.S. intervention and 
tempt to impose its imperial 
enda has provoked large-scale 
ypular resistance in the streets 
d at the ballot box. 

The most striking example 
as President Bush's demand 
at Cuba surrender the socialist 
ntent of its revolution. Over 8 
Ilion Cubans marched and then 
ted overwhelmingly in favor of 
aking socialism an irrevocable 
of its Constitution. 


nclusion 
Since 9/11 the empire-builders 
charge of the White House 
e given themselves a free hand 
act militarily and rejected any 
ernational constraints. They 
e repudiated all international 
aties from Kyoto to the 
ernational Court. The result is 
t their unilateral politics have 
to greater diplomatic isolation 
weakened their capacity at 
alition building". Equally 
ortant, it has brought together 
activated millions of people 
osed to globalization, war and 
an rights violations. 
shington's clear imperialist 
nda has led to the re- 
ergence of anti-imperialist 


politics. 

Washington's empire builders 
have abandoned all pretext of 
fighting for democracy. They rely 
on non-elected, authoritarian 
rulers to carry out their policies. 
Musharraf with his 99% of the 
vote in rigged elections in 
Pakistan. Macapagal in the 
Philippines taking power by 
deposing the incumbents; Karzai 
in Afghanistan elected through 
the purchase of votes. The 
Central Asian dictators in the ex- 
Soviet Republics are key allies. 
The coup leader for a day 
Carmona in Venezuela was a 
Washington protégé. Duhalde in 
Argentina was selected by 
Peronist bosses and approved by 
the Embassy. These authoritarian 
rulers and subjects of empire face 
rising opposition and increasing 
conflict. The struggle for 
democracy converges with the 
fight against the empire builders 
and their authoritarian clients. 

The military-security definition 
of reality does not eliminate class 
and national conflicts, rather, it 
intensifies them. While the 
military-security empire builders 
consolidate the position of the far 
right in the Bush regime 
(Rumsfeld, Cheney, Reich, 
Boulton, Wolfowitz, Clark), they 
further polarize the European 
public and most of the Third World 
against their imperial pretensions. 
While the empire builders may 
flaunt their weapons systems, the 
economic foundations of the 
empire show severe fissures and 
cracks. The "security blanket" 
precludes the emergence of any 
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self-corrective mechanisms from 
within the regime. In the post 9/ 
11 period, it is the empire that 
counts and it is from those 
burgeoning —anti-imperial 
movements abroad that change 
will come. If and when the 
economy cracks perhaps forces 
within the U.S. will gain sufficient 
support to transform the empire 
into a popular republic.O 
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A Degenerating Empire 


Introduction 


The degeneration of Empires 


from Roman times to the present 
involves two interrelated 
processes: 

(1) Massive corruption of the 
political class and indebtedness of 
its principle cities leading to social 
decay; 

(2) Overweening imperial 
hubris, which leads imperial 
publicists and politicians to engage 
in the most blatant justifications 
of imperialist wars which provoke 
violent resistance within and 
outside the empire. 

A Bankrupt City: Empire and 
Political Corruption 

Bigger than the Enron 
Scandal, the "off the books" debt 
incurred by the then mayor of 
New York, Rudolph Guiliani, has 
bankrupted New York City. The 
newly elected mayor, multi- 
millionaire Bloomberg confronts 
a city debt of over $25 billion 
dollars, most of it in "off the 
budget" debts incurred by 
government agencies during 
Guiliant's term of office. In other 
words, Guiliani covered up debts 
at least five times greater than the 
biggest corporate swindle in the 
history of US business. 

How did Guiliani cover up the 
bankruptcy of New York City? 
First by budget manipulation. His 
budget accounting did not include 
the growing debt of several large 
scale agencies. Secondly, he 
reported only those agencies with 
the least debt. When he left office 
the “official debt" was about $5 
billion, blamed on the "terrorist 


attack of 9/11" and the inadequate 
aid from the Federal Government. 
Only when Guiliani left office did 
the incoming mayor discover that 
the books were "cooked" by his 
predecessor and that New York 
City was ina deep financial crisis 
requiring "deep cuts" in spending, 
on health, education and social 
services as well as increases in 
regressive taxes to avoid collapse. 

Why did Guiliani engage in the 
cover-up, or more basically what 
accounts for the huge deficit, 
after years of a Wall Street boom? 
The ex-Mayor provided hundreds 
of millions of dollars in tax 
concessions to every big real 
estate developer in New York; he 
spent billions in incentives to retain 
and promote New York as a 
"global financial, insurance, and 
real estate center and tourist 
center, undermining the previously 
diverse economy. In effect 
Guiliani turned New York into a 
"one product economy" — 
services — which were profoundly 
vulnerable to the volatility of the 
stock market. 

During the 1990's speculative 
boom, Guiliani's development 
strategy seemed to succeed: tax 
revenues from Wall Street 
increased and the decline in 
unemployment caused the crime 
rate to decline, as it did in the rest 
of the country. However with the 
collapse of the speculative bubble, 
rampant financial and corporate 
fraud on Wall Street and the 
felonious accounting audits, New 
York City's revenues declined. 
This crisis preceded 9/11/2001. 
The latter event only accentuated 
the already existing structural 
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crises. Instead of admitting 
failure of his "service econo 
strategy", Giuliani exacerba 
the fiscal crises, by provid 
further tax concessions to W 
Street, and the real est 
billionaires. As the city's d 
grew geometrically, Guili 
shifted more and more of 

indebted accounts "off " 

official books. In other words 
City government followed 

practices of Wall Street only ¢ 
much larger scale. In a sim 
vein, President Bush 

understating the current buc 
deficit of $400 billion dollar: 
50% by raiding the Social Secu 
funds in order to further lo 
taxes for the super-rich. In o 
words, corruption and fraud 
not merely problems affec’ 
Wall Street or big business, 
permeate the most impor 
political institutions. The prot 
of large scale, long t 
corruption within US political 
economic institutions is not: 
an ethical issue but a system 
problem: Formally the US 


pitalist democracy, in which 
liticians and business people are 
countable to the citizens and 
areholders. But in practice, 
liticians have become totally 
umersed in the world of 
eculative capital, utilizing tax 
venues for the singular purpose 
subsidizing big business and 
ducing corporate taxes. In order 
shift massive revenues to the 
+h, politicians engage in every 
riety of subterfuge — including 
ff the books" accounting and 
her forms of fraud and 
ception. In the case of New 
rk City, neither the new mayor, 
r the mass media — including 
e New York Times — expose 
id denounce these political 
jindles because they have been 
prime backers of the financial 
speculative-service economy 
ategy. In New York City the 
eficiaries of swindles included 
Brotherhood of Sandy Weil 
Citibank, Zuckerman the real 
te mogul, Hank Greenberg the 
urance kingpin and ex-Mayor 
dolph Guiliani. But for the US 
dia they are the untouchables. 
en as Elliot Spitzer, the State 
orney General of New York 
oses some of the most blatant 
es of corporate malfeasance 
Wall Street, Guiliani is being 
sidered as the chief executive 
icer of scandle-ridden 
rldCom. Perhaps the board of 
ectors of World.Com are 
ressed by Guiliani's success 
ooking the books of the City 
New York...leaving the 
lobal City" $25 billion in debt 
coming out of office smelling 
a rose. 


er Signs of Degeneration 

The degeneration of the 
pire is seen in the arrogant 
lays of cynical duplicity of top 


Bush officials. Richard Perle, one 
of Bush's top military adviser 
boasted that "the US would 
attack Iraq even if UN inspectors 
failed to find weapons." Perle, a 
close friend of Israel's Ariel 
Sharon, stated "I cannot see how 
Hans Blix can state more than he 
can know. All he can know is the 
results of his own investigation. 
And that does not prove Saddam 
does not have weapons of mass 
destruction." In other words 300 
inspectors working 24 hours a day 
throughout Iraq will not provide 
knowledge, to convince a political 
psychopath like Perle who has the 
ear of the finger on the trigger. 
The US has already decided to 
invade Iraq and the whole 
inspection process is a charade. 


Empire Expands the Republic Declines 

While the food lines grow by 
25-30% across the US, President 
Bush is increasing military and 
economic aid to Israel from $2.4 
billion to $14 billion. There is no 
dissent in the US Congress — the 
Jewish lobby eliminated the two 
black congress people who might 
have given priority to the US poor 
over funding the crisis ridden 
Israeli military state. 

With the end of the economic 
bubble, crime is on the increase 
in the US, especially in New York 
City. Mayor Obregon should take 
note that it was the economic 
expansion and relative full 
employment that reduced crime, 
not the police- state tactics of 
Guiliani's police. 

Everywhere in the US there 
is mounting suspicion about the 
circumstances surrounding the 
events of 9/11. Some questions 
have even been raised about the 
complicity of the Bush 
Administration, or at least 
"passive tolerance: to launch a 
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series of imperial wars. After 
initial resistance Bush has finally 
established a commission to 
investigate the terrorist attack and 
appointed an expert practitioner 
of terrorism, the notorious Henry 
Kissinger, sought by several 
governments around the world in 
connection with crimes against 
humanity. The appointment was 
entirely appropriate: a degenerate 
imperial clique involved in 
terrorism around the world selects 
a veteran terrorist to exonerate it 
of any complicity in the killing of 
its own citizens. An accused 
felon, Kissinger is the ideal 
selection to exonerate a 
degenerate imperial regime. 


The New Years 

The year 2003 is going to bea 
year of bankrupt cities, imperial 
and civil wars. Living standards 
will plunge and the economies of 
North America and Europe will 
enter into a deep recession. The 
Bush Administration's blatant lies 
and arrogant displays of power 
should leave little room for 
reformist illusion. 

The year 2003 can also be the 
year of major uprising and 
imperial defeats in the Arab East, 
in the Andean countries and 
beyond. A revitalized alliance of 
workers and anti-militarists forces 
in Europe will emerge. Perhaps 
the swindles, wars and lies may 
become so odious, the food lines 
may grow so long, the rich and 
powerful so arrogant and abusive 
that even the the USA, people will 
soon discover that the real 
terrorists are right there smiling 
and waving on their own TV 
screens.O 

[From Rebellion, Nov.27, 
2002 

OpEd for La Jornada] 


Not in Our Name 


THE SIGNERS OF THIS STATEMENT call on the people of 
the United States to resist the policies and overall political direction 
that have emerged since September 11, 2001, and which pose grave 
dangers to the people of the world. 

WE BELIEVE that peoples and nations have the right to deter- 
mine their own destiny, free from military coercion by great powers. 
We believe that all persons detained or prosecuted by the United 
States government should have the same rights of due process. We 
believe that questioning, criticism, and dissent must be valued and protected. We understand that st 
rights and values are always contested and must be fought for. 

WE BELIEVE THAT PEOPLE OF CONSCIENCE MUST TAKE RESPONSIBILITY Ft 
WHAT THEIR OWN GOVERNMENTS DO-WE MUST FIRST OF ALL OPPOSE THE |! 
JUSTICE THAT IS DONE IN OUR OWN NAME. 

Thus we call on all Americans to RESIST the war and repression that has been loosed on the we 
by the Bush administration. It is unjust, immoral, and illegitimate. We choose to make common cause V 
the people of the world. 

WE TOO WATCHED with shock the horrific events of September 11, 2001. We too mourned 
thousands of innocent dead and shook our heads at the terrible scenes of carnage—even as we recal 
similar scenes in Baghdad, Panama City, and, a generation ago, Vietnam. We too joined the anguis! 
questioning of millions of Americans who asked why such a thing could happen. 

BUT THE MOURNING had barely begun, when the highest leaders of the land unleashed a sp 
of revenge. They put out a simplistic script of “good vs.evil” that was taken up by a pliant and intimida 
media. They told us that asking why these terrible events had happened verged on treason. There wa 
be no debate. There were by definition no valid political or moral questions. The only possible answer \ 
to be war abroad and repression at home. 

IN OUR NAME, the Bush administration, with near unanimity from Congress, not only attac’ 
Afghanistan but arrogated to itself and its allies the right to rain down military force anywhere ; 
anytime. The brutal repercussions have been felt from the Philippines to Palestine, where Israeli ta 
and bulldozers have left a terrible trail of death and destruction. 

THE GOVERNMENT NOW OPENLY PREPARES TO WAGE ALL-OUT WAR ON IRA 
A COUNTRY WHICH HAS NO CONNECTION TO THE HORROR OF SEPTEMBER 
WHAT KIND OF WORLD WILL THIS BECOME IF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT HAS 
Ree ae TO DROP COMMANDOS, ASSASSINS, AND BOMBS WHEREVER 

IN OUR NAME, within the U.S., the government has created two classes of people: those to wh 
the basic rights of the U.S. legal system are at least promised, and those who now seem to have no rig 
at all. The government rounded up over 1,000 immigrants and detained them in secret and indefinit 
Hundreds have been deported and hundreds of others still languish today in prison. This smacks of 
infamous concentration camps for Japanese-Americans in World War Il. For the first time in deca 
immigration procedures single out certain nationalities for unequal treatment. 

IN OUR NAME, the government has brought down a pall of repression over society. The P 
dent’s spokesperson warns people to “watch what they say.” Dissident artists, intellectuals, and pr 
sors find their views distorted, attacked, and suppressed. The so-called Patriot Act-along with a ho 
similar measures on the state level—gives police sweeping new powers of search and seizure, superv 
if at all by secret proceedings before secret courts. 


[IN OUR NAME, the executive has steadily usurped the roles and functions of the other branch 
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overnment. Military tribunals with lax rules o 
it in place by executive order, Groups 
WE MUST TAKE THE HIGHES 


f evidence and no right to appeal to the regular courts are 
ronan “terrorist” at the stroke of a presidential pen. 

ERS OF THE LAND SERIOUSLY WHEN THEY 
ALK OF A WAR THAT WILL LAST A GENERATION AND WHEN THEY SPEAK OF A 
EW DOMESTIC ORDER. We are confronting a new openly imperial policy towards the world and 
domestic policy that manufactures and manipulates fear to curtail rights. 

THERE IS A DEADLY TRAJECTORY to the events of the past months that must be seen for 
hat it is and resisted. Too many times in history people have waited until it was too late to resist. 

PRESIDENT BUSH HAS DECLARED: “you’re either with us or against us.” here is our an- 
ver: We refuse to allow you to speak for all the American people. We will not give up our right to 
lestion. We will not hand over our consciences in return for a hollow promise of safety. 

WE SAY NOT IN OUR NAME. We refuse to be party to these wars and we repudiate any 
ference that they are being waged in our name or for our welfare. We extend a hand to those around the 
orld suffering from these policies; we will show our solidarity in word and deed. | 

WE WHO SIGN this statement cal! on all Americans to join together to rise to this challenge. We 
plaud and support the questioning and protest now going on, even as we recognize the need for much, 
uch more to actually stop this juggernaut. We draw inspiration from the Israeli reservists who, at great 
rsonal risk, declare “there IS a limit” and refuse to serve in the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza. 

WE ALSO DRAW ON the many examples of resistance and conscience from the past of the United 
ates: from those who fought slavery with rebellions and the underground railroad, to those who defied 
e Vietnam war by refusing orders, resisting the draft, and standing in solidarity with resisters. 


| STATEMENT OF CONSCIENCE 
LET IT NOT BE SAID that people in the United States did nothing when their government de- 
tred a war without limit and instituted stark new measures of repression. 

For A Complete List Of The 4,000+ Signers Of This Statement And To Download Printable Versions 
Several Languages, Visit Www.Nion.Us. You Can Also Sign The Statement On The Website Or By 
iting To The Address Below. Help Print The Not In Our Name Statement Of Conscience In Publica- 
ns Across The Country And Internationally. Make Your Tax-Deductible Contribution Payable To The 
| Of Rights Foundation And Mail To Not In Our Name, 158 Church St., Pmb 9, New York Ny 10007. 
Suggest A $200 Contribution, But All Contributions Large Or Small Help To Make The Goal Possible. 
ur Contact Information Will Be Kept Confidential. 

President Bush Has Declared: “You’re Either With Us Or Against Us.” Here Is Our Answer: 
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Clark & Gloria Desousa *Ramsey Clark [Former U.S. Attorney-General] * Beth Cleary * Marilyn 
Clement, William J. Clifton * Nancy J. Coburn + Ben Cohen (Co-Founder, Ben & Jerry’s] * Petes 
Cohen * David Cole [Professor Of Law, Georgetown] * Marian Cole « Steve Colman * Jay Collit 
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Donald & Donna Demuth * Donna F. Dennis * Adma & Francois D’heurle » Amy C. Dickinson, . 
Difranco ¢ Carl [x * Julie Dorf [International Gay & Lesbian Human Rights Commission] * Step 
Dougherty « MV. ..garet E. Dragoon ¢ Brian Drolet * Gita Drury » Roland & Mary Duerksen, Rev. Kathr 
Duhon « Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz * Michael Eric Dyson * William Dyson * Sarah K. Eames * Steve E 
- Erica Eigenberg & Seven Itzkowitz « Barbara Ehrenreich, Richard Einhorn * Deborah Eisenbe: 
Felicia A. Elam Hector Elizondo*Daniel Ellsberg * Gloria Emerson & Stona Fitch * Marge Engelm 
Bill & Charlotte England * Tom Englehardt «Brian Eno, Eve Enslere Richard D. Erlich * Donna B. Estabr 
*Leo Estrada [Professor Of Urban Planning, Ucla] + Jose M. Estevez * Loring Eutemey * Fred Eva 
Sally Fallon * Frances T. Farenthold + James C. Faris, Trace & Julius Farrell * Nina Felshin « Elizat 
Fentress ¢ Jackie Ferrara « Pamela W. Ficarella * Susan Fillin-Yeh * Janet Fish * Holly Fisher * Elizat 
M. Fiske * Sandra M. Squire Fluck « Jane Fonda, Richard Foremane Geoff Fox & Susana Torre * El 
beth Frank «Michael Franti* Flan Fry * Wayne Fulkerson * Nory Fussell * William J. Gabello * Rev. Gi 
M. Gallup * Suzanne Gardinier * Geoffrey Gardner, David & Evelyn Garen * Irene Gendzier-K fou 
Edward Gibney ¢ Barry & Barbara Gifford ¢ Terry Gilliam * Ellen Lanyon & Roland Ginzel Barba 
Glancy * Milton Glaser * Nona Glazer, Jeremy M. Glick [Co-Editor Of Another World Is Possible] * N 
Glier * Danny Glover * Jane Glover * Marvin A. Gluck * Ernest J. Goertzen * Joann Gold * Da 
Goldberg * Frances Goldin, Leon Golub « Rafael J. Gonzalez * James R. Goodman * Vivian Gorni 
Evelyn Grandinetti * Elizabeth Gratch * André Gregory * Ronald J. Grele * Robert Greenwald * Mario 
Griswold, Blanche Grosswald ¢ Guerrilla Girls *John Guare* Catherine Gund Allan Gurganuss Jan 
Gutloff * Rebecca J. Guy * Marilyn Hacker Jessica Hagedorne John Haines & Margaret Yonco-Hai 
Suheir Hammads Barbara Hammer * Harmony Hammond ¢ Gloria B. Harper * Karen Harris * Edwit 
Hart *David Harvey [Professor Of Anthropology, Cuny] *Tom Haydens Joan M. Healy * Dina Heisle 
Dale Hendricks * Edward Herman « Jonathan A. Herz * Susannah Heschel * Elaine A. Hickman * Wil 
J. Hickman ¢ Steven C. Hill * Freddye L. Hill * Anthony J. Hintze * Gilah Yelin Hirsch * Linda Hoagl 
Lawrence D. Hochman * Rose Hochman * Sherrill Hogan & Carl Doerner Peter F. Hollings * Car 
Holmstrom * Nancy Holmstrom * Eric Homberger *Bell Hooks* Roger Housden * Fanny Howe * K: 
M. Hummer, Lydia Hunt * Karen Huth & Ian Honohan *Misty Hyman [Olympic Gold Medalist 20( 
Rakaa Iriscience * James Irwin * Alfredo Jaar sAbdeen Jabara [Past Pres., American-Arab Anti- 
crimination Committee], Harry Jackson * Mary Lou Jacobs * Maggie Jaffe *Mumia Abu-Jamal* Jacqu 
A. James *Fredric Jameson [Chair Of The Literature Program, Duke] * Harold B. Jamison * Erik Je 
* April Lee Jessor, Michael R. Jinks Chalmers Johnson [Author Of Blowback] « Bill T. Jones* $ 
Jones * Andrew Joron * Alyssa Joye * Roberto Juarez * Connie Julian * Susan Baird Kanaan & | 
Thomas . Barbara S. Kane, Caren Kaplan & Eric Smoodin *Casey Kaseme Clarence & Beatrice |} 
* Hillary Keegin « Kara Keeling *Evelyn Fox Keller [Professor Of History Of Science, Mit] * Robin 
Kelley [Professor, Of History And Africana Studies, Nyu] * Emily Kennedy * Dr. Mha Atma S$ 
Khalsa ¢ Dr. Mohamed Khodr * Leslie G. Kickok * Constance S. Kim * Martin Luther King Iii [F 
ely aa ar. c Prey C onference] ¢ Barbara Kingsolver * Arthur Kinoy * Tommy Kirchm 
Koc ivecan is ang Pca — & Resist!] * Annette M. Klapstein * Nancy Kline * 
Joyce & Nikolas Kozloft ; Erika A Kreider® re Ki rea Se ty ee Sth | 
Kushner Paul D I , asse * Karl I n R feorh P Come 5) Mane aoe ee 
Romar Virsinia | ag . am Rev. Joseph P. Lamar & 52 Maryknoll Priests And Broth 
x Virg aughlin * Martha Lavey * Jesse Lemisch & Naomi Weisstein * Harriet Lerner, f 
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lichael Lerner [Editor, Tikk razine] « , 
ancy Lethcoe * Judith Pe Liteon Sai ; : 3 “ng Leslie * Annette M. Leslie * Jim & 
ev. Eliza M. Linley * Louis Mannie Lionni« Eve & Elliot Lip nikeh ae pees: panily B Lindetiian, 
Stephanie Rugoff Locker * Weldon A. Lodwick * N = egies: sepa ca 
Aiddle East, Children’s Alliance] * Sandra R. Luft & Rufy Brov a 2 eels 
itenbacher * Staughton Lynd » Patricia Macdo Ids i? eS" Janes Abu-Lughod * Cindy 
aguire, Jack Manno « Dave ae Maniknon Ee — Mcegruder « Holly Maguigan « Daniel C. 
pxey * Brad Mecallum * Dr. Edith ne 6 ata n "a estern Usa . Paul Matthews * Robert D. 
iris Ets Masian G ~via a yak : ‘oe picts : ote Lynn Menutt « 
| Ciment + Mildred M. Meyer * Peter F. Michelson : Rhea Mille & S ody BARE ace eee E 
Spooky * Susan Minot, Jerilyn Tabor ; er & Sandy Bishop + Paul D. Miller, Aka 
ora *Tom Morelloe Rev. Peg Boyle oa. ona, Prides Magee ; Esmeralda T. 
igustus Nasmith, Jr., Marilyn R. Nelson « Keir Neuringer « —— ve ts a ‘Pe Nafziger ° 
lward C. Nowacki + Pat O’brien « Claes Oldenburg « Pauline Oliveros « Deatnne He nae e* 
- E. a Osburn [Exec. V.P., Southern Christian Leadership Conference] « David J sn 
oe a shee 2 a ae * Grace Paley * Valerie Paradiz, Jay Parini * Sheldon 
fcuk + SEdokcl , pher B. eters * Jeremy Pikser [Screenwriter, Bulworth] * Marc 
: nkel * Frances Fox Piven « Sylvia Plachy, Sandra Polishuk * Carol Powers « Jer 
le * Cheryl A. Quigley : John T. Racanelli * Peter Rachleff * Catherine M. Raissiguier & Peete 
toa Rig Ay Ray ings Green eee a caer Eom 
th Judy F. Richardson *Boots Riley [The Coup] tPiauid Riker PKate Robin oc — 
; * James Rosenquist » 
irtha Rosler * Gregory Routt * Albert Ruben « Phillip M. Runkel + Allen Ruppersberg * Edward Said « 
ie Salem * Carmen D. Saracco « Susan Sarandon, Saskia Sassen [Professor Of Sociology, Chicago] « 
thryn Scarbrough « Jamus A. Schamus * Jonathan Schell [Fellow, Nation Institute] * Dread Scott « 
n W. Scott « Pete & Toshi Seeger, Louis Segal * Charles H. Seibert + Peter Selz * Joan Semmel & John 
dy * Betty Shamieh * Anna Shapiro « Joann Shapiro * Basil Sharp * Sara Sharpe * Wallace Shawn « 
ureen Sheahan, Charlotte Sheedy * Lisa Sherper * Elaine A. Shinbrot * Harriet Shorr « Jenefer P. 
te * Beverly J. Silver * Kaja Silverman * Edward & Kelly Simpson ¢ Zachery Sklar « Suzanne Slade « 
| Slapikoff* Linda Sleffel, Rev. Fred Small * Michael S. & Debbie Smith « Judith Ellen Smith « Kiki 
th * David Smithson * Joan Snyder * Miles Solay * Meema C. Spadola * Mark J. Spalding + Donette L. 
rks * Scott Spenser * Nancy Spero, Starhawk + Jean Stefancic * Bob Stein « Carla Steinberg * Gloria 
nem * Rey. Connie Sternberg * May Stevens * John A. Stewart * Oliver Stone * Scott Stowell * Mark 
nd, Enrica T. Stuart * Paul Surlis » Steve Swallow * Martha Swann « Kofi Taha * Dmitra Tardy 
ian Tarn * Jacqueline Tarry * Michael Taussig * Lawrence Taylor * Ken Taylor « Silvia Tennenbaum, 
ie Tews * Joe D. Thompson * Jane Toby * Marisa Tomei * James Traub + Leo Treitler & Mary Frank 
e Tucker * Sandra R. Twang * Chase Twichell * Charlotte Utting * Coosje Van Bruggen, Marjorie Van 
f + Peter Van Ness « Petti Van Rekom * Jane Vandebogart * Gore Vidal * Leonard Vogt * Kurt 
egut * Alice Walker * Kay Walkingstick * Naomi Wallace, Norman Wallen * Kevin Walz « Liz 
hburn * Al & Ann Wasserman ¢ Alicia B. & Dirk B. Wassink * David Waters * Jacquelyn H. Webber 
a Ruth Weigl *Leonard Weinglass*eMartha Weinman Lear « Gail Weinstein, Stuart Cary Welch, Jr. « 
n A. Wells *Haskell Wexlere Annette White-Parks * Maurya E. Wickstrom & Joel Reynolds *John 
r Widemanse Faith Wilding * Sidney M. Willhelm * Mary E. Williams, Saul Williams * Matthew P. Wills 
rtha Wilson * Barbara J. Winslow * Samantha Winslow * Krzysztof Wodiczko * Kristin Wood * Reba 
ooden * Medora Woods « Fred Worden * Jeffrey Wright, Nina Yankowitz & Barry Holden « June 
one * Michele Zackheim * Emna Zghal « Dave Zeiger * Howard Zinn * Julie Zuckerman * Marilyn 
erman * [Organizations For Identification Only] 
ET US NOT ALLOW the watching world today to despair of our silence and our failure to act. 
d, let the world hear our pledge: we will resist the machinery of war and repression and rally others 


everything possible to stop it. 
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[he War Monger Monsters 


ick Cheney 


e Vice-president of the United 
ates of America is sort of the 
atar of negative American 
onomics and supreme master of 
r. He could be the death of 
usands of young Iraqi men and 
disease carrier for thousands 
young British and American 
icemen. 
ependent, uk,18 Jan 2k) 


George W Bush 

He cheated his way into the White House with the 
help of his well-connected family and friends. His 
personal cowardice was mirrored in the country at 
large, and he fanned it to his advantage in the mid- 
term elections, and now, to foment an unprovoked 
war that has nothing to do with terrorism and 
everything to do with oil. His record on the 
environment is as appalling as you would expect. 
Bush is rightly despised throughout the world, and 
Tony Blair is seen as his only ally. 

In the name of oil, he shoots up the environment 
like a Coke can on a wall, whether it's undermining 
Kyoto or ripping up the last of the US's ancient 
forests. Meanwhile, he bullies his way around the 
world, declaring that the US can rip up treaties, do 
what it likes, but woe betide others if they don't 
stick rigidly to United Nations resolutions. 
(Independent, uk,18 Jan 2k) 


Huh, huh, you said ‘bush.’ 
Huh, huh, you said ‘dick.’ 
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